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BOHR, THE BOMB, AND SOVIET ATOMIC ESPIONAGE:
Ex-KGB officer Pavel Sudoplatov sparked a controversy whd
alleged in his memoirs that Nobel-winning physicist Niels H
passed atomic secrets to Moscow. Now the original 1945
report on the espionage approach to Bohr, sent by secret polics
Lavrenti Beria to Joseph Stalin, has surfaced. What does it sa

by David Holloway

For historians of the Cold War, the primarily with two topics: the struc-
Soviet nuclear weapons program is @aure and development of Soviet
topic of obvious importance. Thenuclear forces, and Soviet thinking
nuclear arms race was a central elememtbout nuclear war and the role of
in the Cold War, and much of the histo-nuclear weapons in war. Some of
riography of American Cold War policy these works retain considerable value,
has focused on nuclear weapons—obut the range of issues they could
the decisions to build them, and examine was necessarily lim-
on their role in foreign polic ited* They were based pri-
and military strategy. Bu marily on data published by
American policy is only one pal the U.S. government about
of the history of the Cold Wa Soviet nuclear weapons sys-
Comparable studies of Sovigt tems and on the statements of
nuclear policy are needed forla Soviet leaders about nuclear
full understanding of the U.S.-Sovietweapons, as well as on Soviet publi-
nuclear competition, which dominatedcations about foreign policy and mili-
world politics for more than 40 years.tary strategy, operational art, and tac-
This note reviews briefly some of thetics. It was not possible to analyze
main sources | used for n8talin and Soviet policy in terms of the interplay
the Bomb: The Soviet Union and Atomiof individuals, institutions, and cir-
n he ENErgy, 1939-195@New Haven: Yale cumstances. The way in which we
ohr University Press, 1994). understood Soviet nuclear policy was
KGB An extensive literature on Soviettherefore very different from the way

CQ'neénuclear policy was published in theinwhich we could think about Ameri-

\What does it mean? See pages 50-59. /

Soviet Cold War Military Strategy:
Using Declassified History

INSIDE:

West during the Cold War. This dealt continued on page 2

Nuclear Weapons after Stalin's Death:
Moscow Enters the H-Bomb Age

SOVIET SCIENCE SOURCES

by William Burr

Moscow's BicGesT BomB

by Yuri Smirnov and Vladislav Zubok

STALIN's SEcRET ORDER

“The history of the Soviet strategi
program is at the same time a history
U.S. perceptions” So wrote a team o
historians and political scientistsinaon
highly classified Pentagon history of t
Cold War strategic arms race. The 3
thors were describing an important pro
lem: so long as primary sources we
unavailable, academic and governme
analysts interested in explaining Sov
military policy had to resort to “infer
ences drawn by long chains of logic”
interpret the scattered data available t

continued on page 9
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ASSESSINGSPY STORIES

THE REPORT TO STALIN

WHo Usep WHom?
DocuMENTs: M ORE SOVIET TRANSLATIONS

By the time Stalin died, on 5 March
1953, the Soviet Union had become anuclear
power whose army was preparing to re-
ceive, in several months, its first atomic
weapons. The task set by Stalin, to liqui-
date the U.S. atomic monopoly and to de-
velop the Soviets’ own nuclear arsenal, was
“overfulfilled” on 12 August 1953, when
the USSR successfully tested the world’s
first transportable hydrogen bomb. The
work on this bomb had been in progress
since 1948, and Stalin failed by only five
months to live to see his triumph.
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STALIN AND THE BOMB were written by Kurchatov’s brother-in-law, not yet the most important ones—have be-
continued from page 1 Kirill Sinel'nikov). His book is far more come accessible to researcheihere is as
can or British policy, for example. Twoinformative than other Soviet publications ofyet no comprehensive history of the Soviet
books, by Arnold Kramish and Georgehe period, but it does not compare with thproject in Russian; recent work has been
Modelski, were published in 1959 settingvork of Richard Hewlett and Margaretdevoted to clarifying particular aspects of
outwhatwas known about the Soviet atomiGowing and their colleagues. Some usefiBoviet nuclear history. Nevertheless, this
project, and about the people and institwworks on nuclear science and the atomigas now become a fruitful area for research,
tions involved® These books provided useindustry appeared in the Soviet Union a&nd significant studies may be expected in
ful information on the early stages of Sovieabout the same tinfe. In 1976, Herbert the coming years.
nuclear research, but were inevitably thityork’s classicThe Advisors: Oppenheimer,  What sources are now available for the
on nuclear weapons development. Teller, and the Superbombas published, study of Soviet nuclear history? The answer
The gap between what we knew abouhrowing important light on Soviet thermo-depends on what aspect one wants to study.
U.S. and British policy on the one hand, anduclear weapons developménfpart from In my book | examine three main issues: the
Soviet policy on the other, widened in théhe books by Kramish, Modelski, and Yorkdevelopment of Soviet nuclear weapons and
1960s and 1970s as more works on Westetimo papers | wrote on early Soviet nucleatheir delivery vehicles; the relationship be-
policy—including detailed official histo- history during a year’s fellowship in thetween scientists and the political leadership;
ries of the British and American projects—international Security Studies Program o&nd the impact of nuclear weapons on Soviet
were published on the basis of archivahe Wilson Centerin 1978-79 were, as far dereign and military policies. These issues
research.No parallel publications appeared know, the only studies to appear in Englislare often treated separately in studies of
in the Soviet Union; the most informativeon that history. Western policies, but | chose to weave them
Sovietwork of this period was Igor Golovin’s  Since 1980, and especially in the lasiogether for two reasons, one practical and
biography of Igor Kurchatov, who was scifour or five years, a great deal of new matesne substantive. The practical reason is that
entific director of the Soviet nuclear projectial has become available on the history afources for the Soviet project are still, in
from its inception in 1943 to his death irnthe Soviet project. New books have beespite of greater openness, very much more
1960% Golovin, who was Kurchatov’s published in Russia and the West; the Sovifiagmentary than those for the American or
deputy in the 1950s, based his book oand Russian press has carried many articlBsitish projects. | hoped that viewing the
interviews with people who had workedby, and interviews with, participants in theproject from different angles would make up
with Kurchatov and known him well (the project; some key documents have been pufor some of the deficiencies in the sources.
opening pages of the book, for exampldished; and some relevant archives—thougFhe substantive reason is that, as | hope the

Cold War Soviet Science: to assess archival sources for the physickbzhevnikov, to assess archival holdings
Manuscripts and Oral Histories and biological sciences in the former Soviefior scientists and scientific institutior|s
Union; and greater freedom of travel andhroughout the former Soviet Union and
by Ronald Doel and Caroline Moseley speech has enabled historians to conduct BEast European nations. Information abgut
unprecedented number of oral history intelkknown archival collections is found in ja
The end of the Cold War has stimulatediews with leading scientists and their famidatabase operated by the Center, the Intefna-
new interest in the history of science in thées in the former Soviet republics. tional Catalog of Sources for the History pf
Soviet Union. While several Western histo-  For more than two decades, the Centéthysics and Allied Sciences (ICOS). Cuir-
rians have produced important studies dbr History of Physics of the American Insti-rently the ICOS database contains recordg of

lished Soviet information; and while Sovietinterviews with scientists in most branche&Jnion. One of these repositories, the
scholars had greater access to archival ma-the physical sciences, including physicsshives of the St. Petersburg branch of t
terials, political pressures kept analyses @fstrophysics, and geophysics; these inteRussian Academy of Sciences, is a particu-
twentieth-century Soviet science limited toviews are housed within its Niels Bohr Li-larly rich source of physics-related collec-

internal technical developments. Since thigrary. Its staff has also gathered informatiotions. Its holdings include the papers |of
advent ofglasnostin the late 1980s, how- on the papers of scientists and scientifiEvgenij Gross, Abram loffe, Wladimi
ever, contacts between Western and Eastenstitutions throughout the world. In addi-Kistiakowsky, Yuri Krutkov, and others.

scientists and historians has increased dr#en, the AIP houses several small collec- Il. Oral History Sources. For several
matically, and scholars have begun the intions of manuscript and printed materials odecades, the Center for History of Physjcs
portant task of evaluating Soviet-era anthe history of Soviet science. These sourcéms sponsored oral history interviews with

East European science within social, intelbre described in greater detail below. physicists, astrophysicists, meteorologigts,
lectual, and political contexts. This process |. Archival Sources. Beginning in the geophysicists, and members of related digci-
has been aided by two developments. Alate 1980s, the Center for History of Physicplines. Over 600 interviews are availabld at
chivists in the United States and the formdras employed some highly qualified researctihe Center; transcripts are available for many
Soviet republics have begun collaboratingrs, including the Russian historian Alexei continued on page 13
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book shows, the issues are interrelated. are two collections of memoirs about hima mineralogist with broad scientific inter-
The quality of the sources on differensome of these are not very interesting, befsts, was a key figure in the early history of
aspects of Soviet nuclear history variesthers are highly informative about aspecthe project, and his papers, especially his
greatly. There is no good technical or aaf the project® There is an excellent studycorrespondence and diaries, constitute a cru-
ministrative history of the Soviet projectof Kurchatov and his research before he wasal source for its pre-Hiroshima phaée.
(Indeed it is only recently that a technicakppointed scientific director of the projétt. Several of Vernadskii's students and col-
history of the wartime work at Los AlamosMany of the memaoirs portray Kurchatov as éagues played importantroles in the project,
has been publishéll. Some specializedhero, but there is enough material to mak@mong them Vitalii Khlopin, who headed
technical accounts—of the first experimerpossible a more nuanced picture of the maresearch on the separation of plutonium from
tal reactorl? of work on the first atomic A great deal has been written about theradiated uranium, and Dmitrii
bomb!! and of the first plutonium produc-Leningrad school of physics from whichShcherbakov, who took part in the develop-
tion reactot>—have been or are about to b&urchatov and other key figures in the nucleanent of uranium mining. The materials on
published. But a detailed technical historgroject came: Abram loffe, the founder othese men also throw important light on the
cannot be written on the basis of existinthis schoof? N.N. Semenov, who createdproject?
material. The outlines of the technical highe Institute of Chemical Physics fromwhich  In the development of the atomic bomb
tory have to be pieced together from a vartthe first members of the weapons group wekurchatov relied heavily on physicists he
ety of incomplete sources, and the samedsawn?® lu. B. Khariton, who headed thehad worked with in Leningrad. In 1948,
true of the administrative history of thework on weapons design and developmehbwever, he brought Moscow physicists,
project!®* Andrei Sakharov's memoirs, forfrom 1943 orf°la. B. Zel'dovich, who headed among them Igor Tamm and Andrei
example, have to be used, along with ththe theoretical work on weapons design;Sakharov, into the project to work on ther-
memoirs of people who worked with him, td.K. Kikoin, who was responsible for themonuclear weapons. Sakharov’'s memoirs
sketch out the history of Soviet thermogaseous diffusion method of isotope separare an important source for this history, and
nuclear weapons developméht. tion;2L.A. Artsimovich, who took charge of so too are the memoirs of those who worked
The richest group of sources is the malectromagnetic isotope separattdi.N. with him2® Gennady Gorelik (formerly with
terial on the scientists who took part in thElerov, who discovered spontaneous fisgfon;Institute of the History of Science and Tech-
project. There is a three-volume set @ndA.P. Aleksandrov, who occupied severalology, now with the Dibner Institute at
Kurchatov's collected works, which includesmportant positions in the proje€t. MIT) has been interviewing those who
some memoranda he wrote for the govern- Similar materials are available for otheworked with Sakharov, and his book on
ment during and after World Warfl.There scientistsinthe project. Vladimir Vernadskii,Sakharov promises to be a major contribu-

Moscow’s Biggest Bomb: “Maintaining the sarcophagus with J.V.as deputies to the Congress, had arrived by

The 50-Megaton Test of October 1961 Stalin’s coffin is no longer desirablé.'On plane on the day of the test to observe the
the same day, Slavsky and Moskalenko rexplosion. They were aboard an Il-14 “crafe”

by Viktor Adamsky and Yuri Smirnov ported on the test of a Soviet thermonucleat a distance of several hundred kilometers
bomb of unprecedented power. from ground zero, when a fantastic scgne

On 30 October 1961, Soviet Ministerof ~ That morning, at 11:32 AM (Moscow appeared before them; one participant in the
Medium Machine Building Efim Slavsky time), there was a 50-megaton (MT) explotest saw a bright flash through dark goggles

and Marshal of the Soviet Union Kirill sion over Novaya Zemlya island in northerrand felt the effects of a thermal pulse even at
Moskalenko sent a telegram to the KremlinRussia above the Arctic Circle at an altituda distance of 270 km. In districts hundrgds

of 4,000 meters. The atmospheric distuef kilometers from ground zero, woodgn

To: N.S. Khrushchev, The Kremlin, bance generated by the explosion orbited th@uses were destroyed, and stone ones|lost
Moscow: The test at Novaya Zemlya earth three times. The flash of light was stheir roofs, windows and doors; and radio
was a success. The security of the testbright that it was visible at a distance oEommunications were interrupted for almgst
personnel and of nearby inhabitants has 1,000 kilometers, despite cloudy skies. Ane hour. Atthetime of the blast, the bomb’s

been assured. Those participating in the gigantic, swirling mushroom cloud rose aslesigners and test supervisors, headed by

tests have fulfilled the task of our Moth- high as 64 kilometers. Major General Nikolai Pavlov, the Chaif-
erland. We are returning for the Con- The bomb exploded after having fallerman of the State Commission, were at the
gresst slowly from a height of 10,500 meters, susairfield near Olenya station on the Koja

pended by a large parachute. By that timeeninsula. For 40 minutes they had no firm
In Moscow, the 22nd Congress of thehe crew of the TU-95 “Bear” bomber, com-information on the test, or the fate of the
CPSU had already been in session for twmanded by Major Andrei Durnovtsev, werédboomber and the Tu-16 “Badger” airborme
weeks. It began its work in the newly-builtalready in the safe zone some 45 km from tHaboratory accompanying it. Only whegn
Kremlin Palace of Congresses, which hathrget. The commander was returning tmadio contact with Novaya Zemlya was re¢s-
just opened its doors for the first time. Orearth as a lieutenant colonel and Hero of thablished were they able to request informa-
October 30, the Congress delegates unaigeviet Union. tion on the altitude of the cloud. It was cldar
mously reached the sensational decisionthat Efim Slavsky and Kirill Moskalenko, continued on page 19
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tion to Soviet nuclear histo#y. Apart from Vernadskii's papers, the letteratomic espionage. The KGB made a set of
Otherimportant memoirs include thosef Peter Kapitsa are perhaps the most impaabout 300 pages of documents available to
by V.A. Tsukerman and his wife Z.M.tant contemporary source. Although he wathe Institute for the History of Science and
Azarkh, which deal with life and work atdirectly involved in the project only for someTechnology of the Russian Academy of Sci-
Arzamas-16, the Soviet equivalent of Losnonths at the end of 1945, Kapitsa's lettersnces. The Institute prepared most of these
Alamos® M.G. Pervukhin’s account of theare critical for viewing the Russian physicglocuments for publication in its journal
origins of the wartime projeét;those of community, the politics of science, and th&/oprosy istorii estestvoznaniia i tekhniki
N.A. Dollezhal’, chief designer of the firstearly post-Hiroshima decisiofs. (Questions on the History of Science and
plutonium production reactofsand of E.P. Aninteresting angle onthe Soviet projecTechnology), 1992, no. 3, pp. 107-34, but
Slavskii, one of the early managers, ang provided by the German scientists whthe issue was withdrawn from publicationin
later Minister of Medium Machinebuilding. took partinit. Several of these wrote memthe fall of 1992 at the insistence of the
Most of these sources are subject to thars, of which the most interesting is byRussian Ministry of Atomic Power, on the
usual defects of memoirs: inaccuracies aridikolaus RiehF®others who wrote memoirs grounds that information in two of the docu-
vagueness as to dates, selective recall, ame Max Steenbeck, Heinz Barwich, andnents might contravene the Nuclear Non-
inflation of the memoirist’s role. They are,Manfred Von Ardenné& When German Proliferation Treaty® (One of these docu-
in addition, subject to the special problemscientists left the Soviet Union in the midiments was a report, based on information
of Soviet sources. The first of these i4950s, some came to the West and wefom Klaus Fuchs, providing a detailed de-
censorship and self-censorship. Beriais ndebriefed by U.S. intelligence. Some ofcription of the design of the plutonium
mentioned once, for example, in the importhose debriefings have been declassified abdmb tested at Alamogordo on 16 July 1945;
tant volume of memoirs on Kurchatov pubeffer interesting insights about aspects of théurchatov and Khariton took this report as
lished in 1988, even though Beria was iSoviet project” Andreas Heinemann-Griiderthe basis for the design of the first Soviet
overall charge of the nuclear project and hisas interviewed some of the German sciefbomb.) Although the issue was withdrawn
relationship with Kurchatov is central totists who worked on the project and incorpofrom circulation, copies did become avail-
understanding how the project was run. rated those interviews into his reseatth.able to researchers, and some of the docu-
The second problem is that the Sovidtlorman Naimark'’s forthcoming book on thements have been published in an appendix to
project was highly compartmentalized, s&oviet occupation of eastern Germany wilPavel Sudoplatov's memoiftsThese docu-
that very few people had a comprehensivaso add fresh evidence on the use made bents, especially the memoranda by
view of what was going on; this is onehe Soviet Union of German science an#&urchatov commenting on the value of the
reason why the writings of lulii Khariton, technology, and especially on the Sovidhtelligence, make it possible to chart the
who headed weapons design and developranium mines in East Germaffy. progress of the Soviet project during the
ment at Arzamas-16 from 1946 to 1992, are  Some memoirs contain documents fromvar, and to see how information from Brit-
so important. This compartmentalizatiomprivate archives—reports, minutes of meetin and the United States influenced the
has shaped how participants in the projeatgs, and letters—but only now are relevandirection of Soviet work.
have written about it. Golovin’s biographyofficial archives beginningtoopenup. Some Several KGB officials who were in-
of Kurchatov, for example, makes much oérchives have become accessible toreseareiolved in one way or another in atomic
Kurchatov's scientific intuition. The recenters; others have released individual docuntelligence have written articles or mem-
publication of some of Kurchatov’s reportanents or sets of documents. The relevanirs, or giveninterviews to the press. Among
on the intelligence he received about thRussian archives that are open to researdhese are A.S. Feklisov, who was Klaus
Manhattan Project makes it clear that hiers, at least in part, are the Foreign Policyuchs’s control officer in Britain after World
intuition about what should be done wagrchive of the Russian Foreign Ministry; theWar 1lI; A.A. latskov, who was involved in
based on a detailed knowledge of what thHeussian Center for the Storage and Study afomic espionage in New York during the
Americans were doing. Contemporary History Documents, and thevar; and Pavel Sudoplatov, who headed a
The scientists’ memoirs are nevertheStorage Center for Contemporary Documerspecial “Department S” which collated in-
less a crucial source for the history of th&ation (both of which contain records of theelligence information in 1945-46.
project. They convey something of theCPSU Central Committee); and the State Like all sources, these have to be as-
moral and political atmosphere in which thérchive of the Russian Federation. Sinceessed with car&.This is especially true of
scientists and engineers worked; they revealiclear weapons policy was highly centralSudoplatov’'s book. Some of the claims
a good deal about relations between partidized under Stalin, the most important collecmade by Sudoplatov—especially that physi-
pants in the project; and they also illuminatgons of documents are not open to researcbists J. Robert Oppenheimer, Enrico Fermi,
some of the scientific and technical issuears, even though selected documents froheo Szilard, and Niels Bohr knowingly
involved. They can be checked against oriteese collections have been made public passed secret atomic information to the So-
another, and sometimes checked agairgiventoindividual scholars. | obtained someiet Union—are dubious, and have been
contemporary documents. This is espalocuments from private and official archivesubjected to serious criticisth. Other as-
cially so for the period up to 1941, when an this way, through the good offices ofpects of his account—for example, aboutthe
good deal was published in scientific anéRussian colleagues. status of the atomic project during the war—
popular science journals; but it is true to  The mostimportantsingle group ofdocuare quite misleadinff. The reliability of
some extent for the later period as wellments to have been declassified deals witBudoplatov’'s memoirs is, moreover, further
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STALIN'S SECRET ORDER: BUILD THE BOMB “ON A RUSSIAN SCALE”

Ed. note: Stalin and the Soviet political leadership required some convincing, both from events and from Soviet scientists, before throwing their full weig|
an atomic weapons program. This evolution is illustrated by two previously secret Russian archival documents which have recently become available,
are excerpted below. The first document is a 29 September 1944 letter from physicist Igor V. Kurchatov, the scientific director of the Soviet nuclear projec|
police chief Lavrenti Beria, whom Stalin had given principal responsibility for the atomic effort. Prodded by his own scientists and by intelligence repor
secret Anglo-American atomic enterprise, Stalin had initiated a small-scale Soviet nuclear weapons program in late 1942-early 1943. But the level g
political leaders had given the project failed to satisfy Kurchatov, who pleaded with Beria for additional backing:

In our letters to you, Comrade M.G. Pervukhin [Deputy Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars and a key atomic administrator] and | rej
the status of work on the uranium problem and of the colossal development of this work abroad. ... around this issue there has been created abroad a g
of scientific and engineering-technical power on a scale never been seen in the history of world science, and which has already achieved the most pricq

In our country, despite major improvement in work on uranium in 1943-44, the situation remains completely unsatisfactory....

Though | know that you are extremely busy, in view of the historic meaning of the uranium problem | all the same decided to disturb You and to as
order an effort which would correspond to the potential and significance of our Great State in world culture.

[From I.N. Golovin, “Kurchatov - uchenyi, gosudarstvennyi deiatel’, chelovek” [‘Kurchatov—Scholar, Government official, Mit&fenly iubeleinoi sessii
uchenogo soveta tsentra 12 ianvaria 199B4aterials of the Jubilee Session of the Academic Council of the Center, 12 January 1993] (Moscow: Russian Sc
Center “Kurchatov Institute,” 1993), pp. 24-25]

The success of the Manhattan Project, so dramatically demonstrated at Hiroshima in August 1945, compelled Stalin to reorganize, accelerate, and &
USSR'’s atomic effort. But some difficulties persisted, including complaints by some scientists, most prominently the renowned physicist Pyotr Kapits
political leaders overseeing the project—especially secret police chief Lavrenti Beria—did not properly understand either the science or the scientists
The second document reproduced here shows that by late January 1946, Stalin was ready to move even more decisively to boost the secret atomic ¢
satisfy the scientists’ wants and needs. Printed below are excerpts from Kurchatov's handwritten notes from a conversation with Stalin, accompanied by
Foreign Minister V.M. Molotov, at the Kremlin on the evening of 25 January 1946. The notes, in Kurchatov's archives, were published recently in an g
the physicist Yuri N. Smirnov, a veteran and historian of the Soviet nuclear weapons program. The timing of the conversation is particularly important i
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War context, for only a month earlier the Kremlin had agreed to the request of U.S. Secretary of State James F. Byrnes, during a conference of Soviet, British, and

American foreign ministers in Moscow, to create a U.N. Atomic Energy Commission with the goal of establishing international control over all atomic eng
weapons. The document suggests that Stalin, like many U.S. leaders, had little faith in the negotiations, which in fact quickly stalemated and ended in f
that year as both Washington and Moscow continued to work on nuclear weapons programs under national control. (The USSR exploded its first atg
in August 1949, breaking the four-year American monopoly.)

January 25, 1946

The conversation continued for approximately one hour, from 7:30 to 8:30 in the evening. Comrade Stalin, Comrade Molotov, and Comrade Beria af

Basic impressions of the conversation. The great love of Comrade Stalin for Russia and for V.. Lenin, about whom he spoke in terms of his great hdg
development of science in our country. [...]

Viewing the future development of the work Comrade Stalin said that it is not worth spending time and effort on small-scale work, rather, it is necessary t
the work broadly, on a Russian scale, and that in this regard the broadest, utmost assistance will be provided.

Comrade Stalin said that it is not necessary to seek out the cheapest paths, ... that it is not necessary to carry out the work quickly and in vulgar fundam
Regarding the scholars, Comrade Stalin was preoccupied by thoughts of how to, as if, make it easier, help them in their material-living situation. And in
great deeds, for example, on the solution to our problem. He said that our scholars are very modest, and they never notice that they live badly—that is |
and he said that although our state also had suffered much, we can always make it possible for several thousand persons to live well, and several thol
better than very well, with their own dachas, so that they can relax, and with their own cars.

In work, Comrade Stalin said, it is necessary to move decisively, with the investment of a decisive quantity of resources, but in the basic directions.

It is also necessary to use Germany to the utmost; there, there are people, and equipment, and experience, and factories. Comrade Stalin asked abo
German scholars and the benefits which they brought to us.

-]
A question was asked about [physicists A.F.] loffe, [A.l.] Alikhanov, [P.L.] Kapitsa, and [S.l.] Vavilov, and the utility of Kapitsa's work.
Misgivings were expressed regarding who they work for and what their activity is directed toward—for the benefit of the Motherland or not.

It was suggested that measures which would be necessary in order to speed up work, everything that is necessary, should be written down. What other sd
it make sense to bring into the effort?

(-]

[From Personal notes of I.V. Kurchatov, Archive of the Russian Scientific Center “Kurchatov Institute,” Fond 2, Opis 1/c, Document 16/4, printed in Yuri S
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“Stalin and the Atomic Bomb ¥oprosy istorii estestvoznaniia i teknfKluestions on the History of Science and Technology] 2 (1994), pp. 125-130.]
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clouded by the impossibility of distinguish-participants in the project and seeking tauclear aspect of the Berlin blockade crisis
ing Sudoplatov’s recollections from whatspeed up the declassification of documentsf 1948-49.
has been added by his co-authors. The quality of this work is high. The journal ~ Memoirs are less helpful on foreign
The controversy about Sudoplatov’'s/oprosy istorii estestvoznaniia i tekhnigi policy than on science. Gromyko's mem-
book has produced one benefit: the releatize main vehicle for the new studies obirs are disappointing and must be treated
of the memorandum (prepared bySoviet nuclear history; the work of Viktorwith caution®® N.V. Novikov's memoirs are
Sudoplatov) from Beria to Stalin about thd=renkel’ and Gennady Gorelik has alreadgynuch more useful, especially on the imme-
visit of the Soviet physicist lakov Terletskiibeen noted; and mention should also hdiate postwar periott. The Molotov inter-
to Niels Bohr in Copenhagen in Novembemade of the work of Yuri Smirnov andviews are interesting, especially for convey-
1945 (see the translation on pages 50-51, 5Vkadislav Zubok. ing a sense of the mentality of the Stalinist
59). It is good to have this memorandum The sources on the project itself, and oleadership; and on some specific issues, like
published, but the way in which it has bethe relationships between scientists, manatite date on which Kurchatov was shown
come public illustrates some of the problemers, and political leaders, are far from satisntelligence information, Molotov’'s memory
that researchers face in working on the higactory, but they are better and more numeis sound? The memoirs of lvan Kovalev,
tory of the Soviet nuclear program. It can beus than Soviet sources on the impact &talin’s emissary to Mao Zedong, contain
quite misleading to have individual docunuclear weapons on Soviet foreign and milinteresting material not only on Sino-Soviet
ments plucked out of the archives, without gry policy. Here the situation for the historelations but also on the role of nuclear
sense for the context in which they werean is different; while very little had beenweapons in Stalin’s foreign poliéy. Chi-
filed. In this case we are fortunate thapublished before the breakup of the Sovietese sources have become very important
Terletskii left a detailed account of his visitUnion on the nuclear project itself, there wafor the study of Stalin’s foreign policy, espe-
to Bohr, and that Aage Bohr, Niels Bohr'salready a significant literature on Sovietially for Soviet policy in the Korean War,
son, who was present at the meetings b#reign policy in the Cold War. This litera-and Sergei Goncharov, John W. Lewis, and
tween Bohr and Terletskii, is alive and abl¢ure, based almost exclusively on Westerdue Litai have made good use of these
to give his account of what transpiréd. archives, as well as on published Sovietources in their study of the war’s orighs.
Even so, Beria’s memorandum needs careeurces, left many questions unresolved, After Stalin’s death in March 1953, and
ful interpretation. Some of Bohr's answerdiowever, and historians hoped—and corespecially after Beria's arrest a few months
to Terletskii's questions are garbled, whichinue to hope—that the opening of Russialater, decision-making on nuclear weapons
makes one wonder how the memorandumrchives would transform the situation.  was decentralized. Stalin and Beria had held
was put togethe¥. In question 10, for ex- nuclear weapons decisions very closely, and
ample, Bohr refers to a half-life of 7,00( had allowed very little discussion of nuclear

Chernobyl: The Forbidden Truth

years, which is close to the half-life of pluto
nium-240 from all processes, not for spont
neous fission (which is what he was askg
about). Answer 22 does not seem to ma|
much sense, as several physicists, includi
Aage Bohr, himself a Nobel Laureate, hay
pointed out. Finally, conclusions should ng
be drawn from the document without conj
paring it with the Smyth Report, the officia

Declassified CPSU CC Politburo protocols, wor
ing group materials, and other formerly secret §
viet documents concerning the April 1986 accidg

atthe Chernobyl nuclear power plant are included in

Alla A. Yorishinskaya'sChernobyl: The Forbidden|
Truth. The University of Nebraska Press plans
bring out an English-language edition of the bog
originally published in Moscow a€hernobyl: Top

Secret (“Drugie Berega,” 1992), in late 199§.

Contact:University of Nebraska Press, 312 N. 1
St., Lincoln, NE 68588-0484; tel. 1-800-755-110)

- weapons issues in the press or even in the
0- government or the military. In 1954, how-
" ever, the Soviet press began to carry articles
about nuclear weapons and their effect on
to war and foreign policy? The CPSU Paolit-
K. buro (or Presidium as it was then called) now
became involved in the discussion of nuclear
1th weapons issues, and so too did the Central
5. Committee. The July 1953 Central Com-

account of the Manhattan Project which haa - - mittee Plenum also touched on the manage-
been published by the U.S. government in T he opening of the archives has helpeghent of the nuclear project. The meeting
August 19458 |t is clear that Bohr, in his but declassification is moving slowly. For-yas convened to condemn Beria, but his
answers to Terletskii, did not go beyon8ign policy-making under Stalin was highlygjrection of the nuclear project did not re-
what had already been revealed by the Smy@ntralized—especially in relation to nucleagejve serious criticism. He was charged,
Report. weapons—and the relevant archives (in pafowever, with having authorized the August
Russian historians of science are nofigular the Presidential Archive) have notye{ 953 hydrogen-bomb test without the ap-
working intensively on the history of the?€en opened to foreign researchers. Nevejroval of Georgii Malenkov, the premier.
Soviet nuclear project. They have alread{j€less, those archives which have becomge implication of this criticism is that Beria
written a great deal about the history d¥ccessible have yielded interesting matenjyas treating the nuclear weapons complex
Soviet physics, and about the communitiéds: and important documents have been rgs his own personal fiefdofh.
from which the leading figures in the nucledfased (albeit fitfully) from the Presidential  ynfortunately, not all the stenographic
project came. Since the late 1980s they haffechive. Thus we have better sources noyeports of Central Committee plenary ses-
turned their attention increasingly to th&rthe study of suchnuclear-related issues agns have been made available. | did not
social and political context of Soviet scithe Soviet entry into the war with Japan anfaye access, for example, to the full report of
ence, and more recently have begun to ifle Soviet role in the Korean Wér.There  the january 1955 CPSU CC Plenum, atwhich
vestigate the history of the Soviet nucled'e stillhuge gaps, however. Nothing has yeieorgii Malenkov was condemned for his
project, conducting serious interviews witReécome available, for example, to clarify thgemark that global nuclear war could lead to
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the end of civilization; |1 had to rely on everything one needs to know about U.Ssecurity 4Winter 1979/80), 192-7.

secondary sources that quoted excerpts fronuclear history. Nevertheless, | was pleag: Relevantbooks published in the West include Steven
. . . Zaloga,Target: America(Novato, Calif.: Presidio
the speeches. Neverthelessthe greater opemtly surprised by the evidence that hasiess 1992); and Andreas Heinemann-Griies,

ness of the immediate post-Stalin years ibecome available about the development gbwijetische AtombomigBerlin: Berghof Stiftung fir
very clearly reflected in the archives. It isthe weapons themselves, about the commigentliktforschung, 1990).

the last four years of Stalin’s life that remaimity of scientists who built the weapons?: Lillian Hoddeson et alGritical Assembly: A Tech-
i . . hical History of Los Alamos during the Oppenheimer
the most opaque and difficult period ofabout the role of espionage, about the mafzars, 1943-194gcambridge, Eng.: Cambridge Uni-

Soviet foreign policy. agement of the project, and about the effegérsity Press, 1993).
The same pattern holds for the study obf the bomb on the military and foreignl0. I.F. ZhezherunStroitel'stvo i pusk pervogo v

military policy. New materials are now policies of Stalin and the post-Stalin Ieaderf.o"etSk‘?m Soiuze atomnogo reak(diae construc-
ion and inauguration of the first atomic reactor in the

available on the development of nucleaiThe story is animportant one, not merely fog,iet Uniof (Moscow: Atomizdat, 1978). A declas-
weapon delivery vehicles, and also on thenderstanding the arms race and the Coddied report from 1947 on this reactor is in volume 3 of
impact of nuclear weapons on post-StaliWar, but also for understanding Soviet socKurchatov's selected works.

military thoughts” But the great military ety and the survival in that society of thél%' 'lagormizrgcg,f;’;'f/;y;g rf;s“hclgir']‘:;?'uran_
buildup of 1949-53 has not yet been illumi-traditions of the Russian intelligentsia, pergagitovyi reaktor A diia narabotki plutoniia,” part of a

nated either by archival materials or bysonified by such men as Vladimir VernadskKiiseries of articles on the history of atomic science and
studies by Russian military historians. ThisPeter Kapitsa, and Andrei Sakharov. industry in Biulleten’ Tstentra obshchestvennoi

period requires new sources and research informatsii po atomnoi energiiThe Bulletin of the
’ Center for public information on atomic enetdy

For the first time, researchers on these. Among the most valuable are Raymond L. Garthoff1993).

topics in recent years have been able tBoviet Strategy in the Nuclear Aflondon: Atlantic 13 |nstitute newspapers (for examperchatovets
interview senior Soviet participants in theBooks, 1958); Herbert DinersteMfar and the Soviet the newspaper of the Kurchatov Institute in Moscow)
relevant events. Clearly, interviews are %Jmc-m(New vork: Praeger, 1959); Thomas W. Wolfe.and local newspapers (iike the ArzamasGtodskoi

) S ’ oviet Strategy at the Crossrog@@mbridge, Mass.: Kur'ier) carry interesting historical information that is
notoriously difficult source, becauseHarvardUniversity Press, 1964). Data on Sovietnucleakien not available elsewhere.
people’s memories are so often unreliableveapons and the Soviet nuclear complex haV(_e been AY. Andrei Sakharowlemoirs(New York: Alfred A.
Vet | fund e enomously el 400 K CrRe CHS, Seont 10 vs Eove ” Ti

; ; ; , : thenwho?"Priroda[Natur 1 ; Ilu.A. Romanov,

more so, In fact, than is evident from th eapons: Nuclear Weapons Databook, vol(Néw  «Otets sovgskoi vr[JdorO(?noi( bom{Jy” [“Father of the
notes in the book, because people | talked teork: Ballinger, 1989); and Thomas B. Cochran anghydrogen bomb’JPriroda 8 (1990).
helped me to evaluate what | had readRobert Standish Norrig®ussian/Soviet Nuclear War- 15 |y, Kurchatov)zbrannye trud§Selected Works
pointed me to new materials and questiong€2d ProductionNWD 93-1 (New York: Natural Re- three volumes, ed. by A.P. Aleksandrov (Moscow:

s ources Defense Council, 8 September 1993). Nauka, 1983).
and gave me documents. Sitill, it was noz Arnold KramishAtomic Energy in the Soviet Union 16 vospominaniia ob akademike 1.V. Kurchatove

always possible to cross-check what | wagstanford: Stanford University Press, 1959); Georggreminiscinces of the Academician I.V. Kurchhtov
told with documentary sources, so | had tdfodelski, Atomic Energy in the Communist Bloc(moscow: Nauka, 1983)Vospominaniia ob Igore
be careful in the use | made of interviews. gMipoh“r”deL{U”il"?{Si%%Me'b;’“g”e Press, 1,359)' Vasil'eviche KurchatoveReminiscinces of Igor
; ; - Richard Hewlett and Oscar Anderson, Ung New  vasil'evich Kurachatol(Moscow: Nauka, 1988).
S.hOUId note also that gooperatlon with RUSpyorig; History of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis17. A.p. Grinberg and}c.la. Frenkdfor’ Vasil‘ev)ich
sian colleagues working in the same aregion, vol. 1, 1939-1946and Richard Hewlett and Kurchatov v Fiziko-tekhnicheskom Institugor
was extremely helpful: they shared materiFrancis Duncanitomic Shield: A History of the U.S. yasil'evich Kurachtov in the Institute of Physics and
als, ideas, and advice very generously. IAtO,m'C_E”er.gnyomTf'SS"?”*V°"2'1947'1%?"‘9' Technology (Leningrad: Nauka, 1984).
In spite of the difficulties, Sovietnuclear o, orero of Galiornia Bress, 1990).  These 1has. On loffe's school see Paul JosephStnysics and

. ’ " volumes were originally published in 1962 and 1969 bpjitics in Revolutionary RussiBerkeley: University
history has now become an exciting area fapennsylvania State University Press. Margaret Gowingf California Press, 1991); M.S. Sominskdibram
research. It is intrinsically interesting be-Britain and Atomic Energy, 1939-194fondon: Fedorovich loffgMoscow-Leningrad: Nauka, 1964);
cause the issues it raises are of great imdeI_acmlllan, 1964); Margaret Gowing (assisted by Lorn@nd many publications by the Russian historian of

; rold), Independence and Deterrence: Britain andscience, Viktor Frenkel, for example two very interest-
tance, and because the people involved wejgomic Energy, 1945-1952, Vol. 1: Policy Making, Voling articles on his father, the theoretical physicist lakov

remarkable. Itisimportant for the history of2: Policy ExecutioriLondon: Macmillan, 1974). Frenkel’, who worked at loffe’s institute: V.la. Frenkel’,
the Cold War, and for the way in which we4. I.N. Golovin,|.V. KurchatoMoscow: Atomizdat, “zhar pod peplom,Zvezdad and 10 (1991).

think about the impact of nuclear Weaponégg.7.)' Two subsequent editions were published, witflg N.N. SemenoWauka i Obshchesticience and
on international relations. additional material. The third edition appearedin197%gcjety, 2nd ed. (Moscow: Nauka, 1981);

__English translations were also published. Vospominaniia ob akademike Nikolae Nikolaeviche
A couple of years before completings. For exampleSovetskaia atomnaia nauka i tekhnikasemenovelReminiscinces of academic Nikolai

my book | asked myself whether | shouldSoviet atomic science and technolpg¥oscow:  Nikolaevich SemenpgMoscow: Nauka, 1993).
wait until new material appeared beforg\tomizdat, 1967); V.V. igonintom v SSStomin 30, |u. B. Khariton, Voprosy sovremennoi
finishing. | decided not to do so mainIyUSSR(SafatOV- |zd.Sara_tovsk.ogo universiteta, 1975k sperimental’noi i teoreticheskoi fiziQuestions of
. ’ 6. Herbert YorkThe Advisors: Oppenheimer, Teller, modern experimental and theoretical phygics

because | thought | had a more or less cleafd the SuperbomSan Francisco: W.H. Freeman, (Leningrad: Nauka, 1984); lu.B. Khariton and 1u.N.
picture of what | wanted to say, and alsd976). ~ Smirnov, “O nekotorykh mifakh i legendakh vokroug
because | thought a general map of thé‘ “Entering the Nuclear Arms Race: The Soviekoyetskikh atomnogo i vodorodnogo proektov” [‘On

S .. Decision to Build the Atomic Bomb, 1939-45,” Wash-certain myths and legends surrounding Soviet atomic
terram might be !‘IserI to others Worklng Inington DC: Wilson Center, International Security Studxng hydrogen projects”], Materialy iubileoinoi sessii
this area. The history of the Soviet nucleais Program, Working Paper No. 9, 1979 (and also iichenogo soveta tsentra 12 ianvaria 1998¢aterials
program is not likely to be exhausted by oné&ocial Studies of Sciencel (May 1981), 159-97); of the anniversary session of the Soviet science center,
account, any more than one book provides>©Viet Thermonuclear Developmentyiterational 12 january 1993] (Moscow: Rossiiskii nauchnyi tsentr
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Kurchatovskii institut, 1993). (Most of this was pub-chego’nachinalos’ sovetskaia vodorodnaia bomba” 1992. In 1992, Anatoli latskov, a former KGB

lished in theBulletin of the Atomic ScientistMay [“What started the Soviet hydrogen bomb/pprosy
1993, under the title “The Khariton Version.”) lu.istorii estestvoznaniia i tekhniki (1993).

Khariton, “ladernoe oruzhie SSSR: prishlo iz Amerkiki30. V.A. Tsukerman and Z.M. Azarkh, “Liudiivzryvy”
ili sozdano samostoiatel’no?” [“Nuclear weapons of“People and explosions " vezdgStaf 9-11 (1990).

agentwho had beeninvolved in atomic espionage,
gave photocopies to the Institute of the History of
Science and Technology with the understanding
that the documents would be published in the

the USSR: did they come from America or were theffhese memoirs were published before Arzamas-16institute’s journal.

created independently?1gvestiia 8 December 1992. could be mentioned by name.

21. la.B. Zel'dovichlzbrannye trudySelected Works  31. M.G. Pervukhin, “U istokov uranovoi epopei”
2 vols. (Moscow: Nauka, 1984, 1985). A volume of“The origins of the uranium epic'T,ekhnika-molodezhi
memoirs about Zel'dovich was published under the titlETechnology of Youih6, 7 (1975); “Pervye gody
Znakomyi neznakomyi Zel'dovidiihe Known and atomnogo proekta” [“The first years of the atomic
unknown Zeldovid(Moscow: Nauka, 1994). project”],Khimiiai zhizn’[Chemistry and life5 (1985).
22. Vospominaniia ob akademike Isaake32. N.A.Dollezhal'Uistokovrukotvornogo mifdhe
Konstantinoviche KikoinfReminiscinces of academic origins of the hand-made woflgMoscow: Znanie,
Isaac Konstantinovivh KikojiiMoscow: Nauka, 1991). 1989).

Thejournal’s plan was drawn to the attention of
Yuli Khariton by Yuri Smirnov in September
1992. Khariton asked the Ministry of Atomic
Power to stop publication of two of the docu-
ments, on the grounds that their contents would
contravene the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT).

When the Russian government sought to ban
publication, the editor of the journal in which the

23. Vospominaniia ob akademike L.A. Artsimovicheg3. E.P. Slavskii, “Kogda strana stoiala na plechakh documents were to appear asked my opinion,

[Reminiscences of the academic L.A. Artsimd(fidbs-
cow: Nauka, 1981). the shoulders of nuclear titans¥penno-istoricheskii
24. G.N. Flerov, “Ysemu my mozhem pouchit'sia uzhurnal9 (1993), 13-24.

Kurchatova” [“We can learn everything from 34. P.L. KapitsaRis’'ma o naukgLetters on sciende

Kurchatov”], in A.P. Aleksandrov, ed. dépominaniia  (Moscow: Moskovskii rabochii, 1989); see also J.W.

ob Igore Vasil'eviche KurchatovéMoscow: Nauka, Boag, P.E. Rubinin, and D. Shoenberg, dtipjtza in
1988). Flerov talked to many people about his role i€ambridge and MoscogAmsterdam: North-Holland,

iadernykh titanov” [“When the country was standingon since | had already seen galleys of the proposed

publication. | consulted some U.S. colleagues
who are knowledgeable about proliferation is-
sues. They told me that publication of two of the
14 documents might well contravene Atrticle | of
the NPT. Article | states that nuclear weapons
parties to the treaty (and that now includes Russia)

the initiation of the Soviet project, and his account ofhi¢990). In December 1945 Kapitsa sent Molotov the “undertake ... not in any way to assist, encourage,
letter to Stalin in the spring of 1942 has been widelgutline of an article on atomic energy that he wanted to or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manu-
reported in the popular Soviet literature. The mogtublish. For this see P.L. Kapitsa, “Pis’'mo Molotovu” facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons.”

reliable of these popular accounts are two books HyLetter to Molotov”], Vestnik Ministerstva
Sergei Snegovivortsy{Creatord (Moscow: Sovetskaia Innostrannykh Del SS$Bulletin of the USSR Ministry
Rossiia, 1979); andrometei raskovannjfPrometheus of Foreign Affair$ 10 (1990).

unbound (Moscow: Detskaia literatura, 1980), which35. Nikolaus Riehl10 Jahre im goldenen Kafig:

are based on extensive interviews with project particErlebnisse beim Aufbau der Sowjetishchen Uran-

That was the response | sent to the editor of the
journal.

In his article, Leskov dismisses this issue, say-
ing that “even Edward Teller and Andrei Sakharov
would not have been able to build a bomb” with

pants. The books were recommended to me by Flerdndustrie[10 Years in the Golden Cage: Adventures in the information that was to be revealed. But the

as well as by others in the Soviet project. They are notlie Construction of the Soviet Uranium Indubtry
curiosities rather than useful sources, in view of théStuttgart: Riederer, 1988).

material that subsequently became available. 36. Max Steenbecknpulse und Wirkungdiimpulses
25. A.P. Aleskandrov, “Gody s KurchatovynNauka and Influencels (Berlin: Verlag der Nation, 1977);
i zhizn’[Science and life2 (1983). Heinz BarwichPas Rote AtorfThe Red AtohfMunich

issue is more complex and more serious than that.
The criterion for declassification of nuclear-
weapon-related information is not whether it would
enable someone to build a bomb—the issue is
whether the information could belpfulto some-

26. Vernadskii's statements on atomic energy arend Berne: Scherz Verlag, 1967); Manfred Von Ardenne, one who wanted to build a bomb.

scattered throughout his writings. For early thoughts dain gliickliches Leben fir Technik und Forsch(ifige
the significance of atomic energy see V.I. Vernadskitlappy Life for Technology and Resedtchth ed.
Ocherki i rechi[Essays and speechie@etrograd: (Berlin: Verlag der Nation, 1976).

Nauchnoe khimikotekhnicheskoe izdatel'stvo, 1922)37. CIA, The Problem of Uranium Isotope Separation
A wartime memorandum is publishedfmiroda 4 by Means of Ultracentrifuge in the USS®eport No.
(1975). The most important sources are Vernadskii®B-0-3, 633, 414, 4 October 1957.

diaries and correspondence in the Archive of the Ru88. Heinemann-Grudebje Sowjetische Atombombe.
sian Academy of Sciences; some relevant correspo89. Norman NaimarkThe Soviet Occupation of Ger-

dence can be found in the Vernadsky Collection in theany (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,

Russian Archives, Butler Library, Columbia Univer-planned publication date: 1995).
sity. See I.I. Mochalow/ladimir lvanovich Vernadskii 40. On this episode see my letter to the editdthie
(Moscow: Nauka, 1982); Kendall E. Baile3gience Bulletin of the Atomic Scientisi®:1 (Jan./Feb. 1994),

Most of the technical information contained in
the documents is already in the public domain, but
some details of the bomb design are not. This
information would not by itself enable someone to
build a bomb—they would need the right materi-
als, after all. But it might help someone who
wished to build one. The information was cer-
tainly useful to the Soviet Union, and it provided
the basis for the design of the first Soviet atomic
bomb.

According to Leskov, copies of the journal
were sent to subscribers in St. Petersburg before

and Russian Culture in an Age of Revolutions: V.I62-63. [Ed. note: Holloway wrote in response to an the government ban went into effect. No doubt the
Vernadsky and his Scientific School, 1863-194é&rticle describing the incident (Sergei Leskov, “Divid- public dissemination of this information will not

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990). ing the Glory of the FathersThe Bulletin of the Atomic  lead to immediate proliferation; but it would have

27. Akademik V.G. Khlopin: Ocherki, vospominaniiaScientist#19:4 (May 1993), 37-39) which implied that been better, | think, if it had not been published.
sovremennikoJAcademician V.G. Khlopin: Essays, Khariton might have opposed publication of the issue This may be a very cautious position to take, but
memoirs of contemporaripd.eningrad: Nauka, 1987); containing the espionage documents in order to mini-the issue should not be dismissed lightly. More-
F.I. VolI'fson, N.S. Zontov, G.R. Shushaniiamitrii ~ mize public appreciation of the intelligence agencies’ over, it is not surprising that the Russian govern-
Ivanovich ShcherbakoWoscow: Nauka, 1987). contribution to the Soviet atomic effort as opposed to ment took action, given Western concern that the

28. Avaluable collection, for example, is P.N. Lebedethat of Soviet atomic scientists. Holloway wrote:
Physics InstituteAndrei Sakharov: Facets of a Life
(Gif-sur-Yvette: Editions Frontiéres, 1991). The En-
glish translation is very poor, but the volume is not yet ik to comment. )
available in Russian. [Ed. note: A Sakharov archive, 1he documents throw a good deal of light on
containing materials smuggled out of the Soviet Union Soviet atomic espionage during World War Il and
during his dissident years, has been established aP" the KGB's contribution to the Soviet atomic
Brandeis University.] project. They include, for exampl_e, d_gtall_ed as-
29. Among relevant articles that he has already pub-SeSSments by Igor Kurchatov, scientific director
lished are: “Fizika universitetskaia i akademicheskaia” Of the Soviet project, of the value of the material
[*Physics in the university and the academygprosy ~ obtained by the intelligence service. o
istorii estestvoznaniia i tekhnikilQuestions in the The documents were referred to, and cited in,
history of science and technolddy (1991), and “S the Soviet—and then Russian—press in 1991 and

Because | was involved in this incident, | would

breakup of the Soviet Union would lead to the
dispersion of information, specialists, and tech-
nology that would contribute to proliferation.
After dismissing the issue of proliferation,
Leskov implies that Khariton tried to prevent the
documents’ publication because it would be a
blow to his reputation. (Khariton was chief de-
signer and scientific director of the nuclear weap-
ons laboratory at Arzamas-16 from 1946 to 1992.)
This, | think, is unjust. Khariton had already
acknowledged that the first Soviet atomic bomb
was a copy of the first U.S. plutonium bomb (in an
interview with me in July 1992, for example). | do
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not believe that he tried to stop publication for
personal reasons.

No one objected to the publication of the 12
non-design documents, which by themselves make
it clear that Soviet scientists obtained extensive
information from espionage. Unfortunately, by
the time the ban on publication was issued, it was
too late for the journal to remove the two design-
rich documents in question. Through no fault of its
own, the journal was putin an extremely awkward
position.

Students of Soviet history hope that all the
documents will appear before long, perhaps with
excisions in the two documents on bomb design.
What is needed is a procedure for declassifying
historically important documents, even if they
contain sensitive information—by removing the
sensitive portions before publication. The Minis-
try of Atomic Power should institute a procedure
of this kind. The KGB had reviewed these docu-
ments, but apparently only to insure that they
would not reveal information about intelligence
sources or methods, not to check the sensitivity of
the weapon information they contained.

Mike Moore, editor of thBulletin, wrote in his
May [1993] “Editor’s Note” that “those who live
longest write history.” In a certain sense this is
true. It is only because he survived the end of the
Cold War that Khariton has been able to write
about the Soviet nuclear weapons program. His
account is invaluable because he was one of the
key people in the program from the very begin-
ning. He has not used his recollections to aggran-
dize himself or to exaggerate the role that he
played in nuclear weapon development. This in-
creases the value of his testimony; and it is made
more valuable by the fact that the history of the
Soviet nuclear project is encrusted with legend
and myth. Moore is incorrect if he means that
Khariton has tried to shut out other accounts of the

Soviet project.]

[“Operation ‘Interrogation of Niels Bohr™], iWoprosy
istorii estestvoznaniia i tekhniki (1994); Press State
ment by Aage Bohr, 27 April 1994.

47. [Ed. note: In an interview for a documentary (“T
Red Bomb”) broadcast on the Discovery Channel

SOVIET MILITARY STRATEGY
continued from page 1

dhem? And to a great extent, that data,
ivhether leaked/declassified or not, had been

September 1994, Terletsky recalled that he did not thifitered through the U.S. intelligence sys-

notes during his meetings with Bohr, which may €

subsequently.]

48. Henry deWolf SmythAtomic Energy for Military
Purposes: The Official Report on the Developmen
the Atomic Bomb Under the Auspices of the Uni
States Government, 1940-194&/ailable in a 1989
reprint edition published by Stanford University Pre:
49. “Za Kulisami tikhookeanskoi bitvy (iapong

, =t ‘tem. Under those circumstances, interpre-
plain errors appearing in a memorandum compoge .
tive efforts were always constrained; the
relative opacity of Soviet defense
gholicymaking made it difficult to ascertain,
fhuch less evaluate, the relevant “facts.”
sThis made it easy for analysts to fall back on

Cold War ideology and habits such as “mir-

sovetskie kontakty v 1945 g.)” [“Behind the scenes]ofor imaging," which could easily lead to

the Pacific battle (Japanese-Soviet contacts in 1944 r]n

Vestnik Ministerstva Inostrannykh Del SS@R Octo-
ber 1990); Boris N. Slavinsky, “The Soviet Occupati
of the Kurile Islands and the Plans for the Capture
Northern Hokkaido,Japan ForumApril 1993; Kathryn
Weathersby, “New Findings on the Korean War,” Cd
War International History ProjeBulletin3 (Fall 1993),
1, 14-18; and Weathershy, “The Soviet Role in
Early Phase of the Korean War: New Document
Evidence, The Journal of American-East Asian Rel
tions2:4 (Winter 1993), 425-58.

50. A.A. GromykoPamiatnogMemories], 2nd ed., 2
vols. (Moscow: Politizdat, 1990).
51. N.V. Novikov,Vospominaniia diplomata: zapisk
1938-194TReminiscinces of a diplomat: diaries 193
1947 (Moscow: Politizdat, 1989).
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isunderstanding. Thus, educated guess-

ork and perceptions alone, severed from
dhe deeper understanding that primary
sources can provide, shaped the American
dpublic's understanding of Soviet military

L decision-making, policies, and programs for
rthe entire Cold War period.

Even with the end of the Cold War and

new evidence from Russian archives, histo-
rians and political scientists must still rely
on perceptions. Despite the significant open-
-ings in the files of the Foreign Ministry and
52. Sto sorok besed s Molotvym: iz dnevnika F. Chu \%‘e Central Commlttee .Of the Communist

|, Party of the Soviet Union, the culture of
secrecy continues to limit access to Soviet-
bgra military records. Although retired mili-
tary officers are willing to share their recol-
| lections of key events, lack of access to
hRussian military archives means that a cru-
egial portion of Cold War territory cannot be
lrgaxplored systematicalfy. Thus, historians
cannot investigate the way that the Soviet
| military leadership saw the world at the end
of World War Il, much less during crisis and
non-crisis periods of the Cold WaiMore-
over, given the important role that the mili-
tary had in the state apparatus, lack of access
adds to the difficulty of understanding So-
viet national security decision-making dur-
ing the Stalin and Khrushchev eras, and the
-years in between and since.

If Soviet military records on nuclear

"weapons issues ever become available they
will undoubtedly greatly enhance our ability
to address broad areas of Moscow’s Cold
War strategies and policies. In the mean-
%ime, researchers will benefit from the guid-
ance provided and questions raised in a
declassified history prepared under the aus-
pices of the U.S. Department of Defense in
the late 1970s. As aresult of a request made
in 1974 by Secretary of Defense James
Schlesinger, an interdisciplinary team com-
prising historian Ernest May of Harvard
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University, political scientist John and American policy remains excised. itself in particular decisions. This is cer-
Steinbruner of the Brookings Institution, In spite of the redactions, the generdhinly true of the discussion of the 1949-
and the late RAND Corporation analystline of argument remains relatively trans41952 buildup. For MSW, there are several
Thomas W. Wolfe set to work on a historyparent. But rather than summarizing oissues for which there is insufficient data.
ofthe Cold War arms race. They completedssessing the study as a whole, this artio@ne is the dimensions of the buildup itself;
theHistory of the Strategic Arms Competi-discusses some of the questions raised in tbeS. intelligence agencies may still not know
tion, 1945-1972n 1980. Their five-year chapterson Soviet-era defense planning atite size of ground forces expansion during
study produced an immense report; includdecision-making, strategic nuclear policythis period. Another problem is motive, the
ing tables, endnotes, and bibliographies, #nd force deployments, particularly duringlegree to which the buildup was “planned
runs over a thousand typescript pages. the 1940s and 50s. The lack of primariong in advance or ... reflected a Soviet
Although prepared under official aus-sources on the Soviet side forced the autharsaction to threatening gestures and lan-
pices, this was not “official history” in the to rely on “speculation and inference” usingguage from the Wes?."The possibility that
conventional sense. Schlesinger requesteathta from a variety of secondary sources artde buildup had something to do with the
a “thorough, objective, critical, and analyti- highly classified intelligence reports. NevKorean War is considered, but MSW place
cal history of the arms race,” particularlyertheless, MSW produced some rich angreater emphasis on treating it as “primarily
during the formative postwar years. It isprovocative material onthe range of motivea response to fears aroused by Yugoslavia’s
evidentthatthe authors were not constrainethat may have informed Stalin’s postwadefection and the concurrent buildup” of
to follow a “Pentagon line” and were free tomilitary policy, the 1949-52 military buildup, U.S. and NATO force® Indeed, citing
draw their own conclusions, some of whichKhrushchev’s strategic priorities, the BerSoviet public reaction to Truman’s January
strayed quite far from received wisdom aboulin/Cuban crises, and the mid-1960s ICBML949 budget message, it is suggested that
the dynamic forces shaping the arms racdwuildup, among other issues. These analgubsequent defense budget growth was “pos-
Nevertheless, the authors wanted their ebes merit careful pondering by historiansibly the first instance of action-reaction in
forts to be policy relevant; they hoped toand political scientists alike. the Soviet-U.S. military competitiori?”
clarify thinking in the “defense commu- The authors believe that Stalinexpected  The authors carefully avoid concluding
nity” and to “improve ... capacity for shap-an “antagonistic” relationship with Wash-that USSR or U.S. strategic forces “devel-
ing U.S. programs and policies.” To thatington, yet also suggest that his postwarped ... only in reaction to each other.” But
extent, this study can be seen as part of thmilitary decisions provided “little provoca- they suggest that the influence of Western
documentary record of the Cold War, shedtion” for a “stepped up competition in arma-decisions was more than castfalFor ex-
ding light on the murky relationship be-ments.” Thus, taking into account postwaample, MSW find that Soviet decisions on
tween the universities, think-tanks, and thelemobilization, Soviet forces were largegground force levels were reactive, following
executive branch, particularly the role ofenough to maintain domestic security, stabtrends in the West. Thus, when in 1952-3 it
intellectuals in interpreting and influencinglize the East European sphere of influencebecame evident that NATO could not meet
national policy. and possibly to support West European Conits ground force targets, the Soviets began to
The study itself is an invaluable guidemunists. Anticipating more recent historiocut forces. Moreover, the authors believe
to the U.S. documentary record, aided bgraphic trends, they see Stalin as “extremetpat the heavy increase in U.S. spending on
the fact that May, Steinbruner, and Wolfecautious,” but possibly mindful that if revo-nuclear weapons and delivery systems dur-
(hereafter MSW) enjoyed the cooperatiorutionary scenarios materialized in Westering the Korean War era had a decided impact
of other military organizations—including Europe, military strength could deter counteren Soviet military organization and deploy-
the Institute for Defense Analyses, RAND revolutionary intervention. Consistent withments. PVO Strany, the organization in
the uniformed services, and the DOD Histhe idea of a cautious Stalin, MSW offeicharge of air defenses, became an indepen-
torical Office—which prepared huge chro-another explanation as well: that force leveldent entity and secured resources that it used
nologies, studies, and official and oral histo*mirrored some of Stalin’s domestic con+o encircle Moscow with SA-1 surface-to-
ries for use as research matetidlll of the cerns,” especially the possibility of instabil-air missiles—reportedly costing over a bil-
scholarsinvolved inthe enterprise had varyity brought on by reintroducing prewar lev-ion dollars—designed to destroy bomber
ing degrees of access to a wide variety ofls of “discipline.” Alternatively, Stalin aircraft!
classified material held at Presidential Li-may have believed that his practice of assur- The extent to which the U.S. nuclear
braries, the State Department, Departmeling relatively equal funding for each of thebuildup of the early 1950s contributed to
of Energy, Pentagon, and CIA. Some of thiservices would provide capabilities for foreintensified Soviet programs in that area is
material, especially “Restricted Data” onseeable military requirements while ensuiess certain. MSW believe Stalin responded
nuclear weapons and derived from intelliing that the leaders of any one of them did nao it with “sangfroid” because he was satis-
gence sources, apparently remains sensitilecome too powerfdl. fied that relatively small nuclear forces were
to this day. These problems made the Pen- The possibility that Stalin operated orenough to deter attack and also constrain the
tagon exceedingly reluctant to review thenon-rational grounds, like a “Nero or ainfluence of industrial managers. They also
arms competition history for declassifica-Caligula,” is suggested in a perfunctory viaybelieve that heavy investments in nuclear
tion. Thus, not surprisingly, but unfortu- But the weight of the analysis on postwareactors implied that Stalin’s priority was
nately, while most of the report has beemevelopments assumes a pattern of politicabt so much producing deliverable weapons
declassified, important material on Sovietationality however it may have expressebtiut developing the technological basis for
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producing a modern and powerful arsenapretation of Nikita Khrushchev’'sunsuccess- MSW relate Khrushchev's decisions on
This, they suggest, may have dovetaileflil “missile diplomacy” of the late 1950s Cuba to a struggle with his Presidium col-
with Stalin’s conviction that nuclear weap-and early '60s, an issue that has been of gréaagues over strategic force levels. Losing
ons were relevant to supporting Soviet forinterest to scholar¥. For MSW, political clout after the U-2 affair and the
eign policy rather than for actual militaryKhrushchev's missile rattling needs to beetreat from the Berlin ultimatum (to sign a
use. That emphasis was also consistent witinderstood in terms of military pressure opeace treaty with East Germany that would
Soviet military doctrine prior to the mid- him to reverse his policy of restraint orisolate West Berlin) in October 1961,
1950s, which either ignored or downplayedhilitary spending. Noting that the bulk ofKhrushchev was under greater pressure to
the role of nuclear weapons and emphasiz&bviet effort lay in MRBMs and not ICBMs allocate more resources to ICBMs. In this
instead “permanently operating factors” sucfsuch as the SS-7 and SS-8), they suggesintext, he may have seen the Cuban de-
as national morale and cohesidn. that Khrushchev was content to pursue ploymentas away to contain military spend-
Central to MSW's study is their discus-‘second best strategic posture” that coulohg while giving the military more coverage
sion of the mid-to-late 1950s, which they semeet potential threats on the Eurasian pef critical targets in the United States. Thus,
as a formative period for Soviet strategiciphery, in particular West Germany andtargeting the SAC command structure
doctrine and weapons systems. Atthat timéhina. Atthe same time, restraint on ICBMvould help explain why the Soviets would
the political and military leadership reviseddevelopment might have been a way to emnndertake the very risky Cuban ventute.”
official doctrine about nuclear war; rathercourage Washington to disengage from Whatever the purposes of the deploy-
than minimizing the problem of a preempWestern Europe. Alternatively, the Sovietsnent may have been, MSW argue that the
tive nuclear attack, they began to treat it amay also have had a problem in meetinilissile Crisis’ outcome, with Moscow forced
the preeminent danger and emphasized thieeir ICBM production goals. In this con-to back down and withdraw the missiles,
importance of ready forces and preparatioiext, perhaps Khrushchev and the Sovietcted as a “catalyst” by bringing to the
aswell as arms control. More or less concumilitary found a “strategic bluff’ as usefulsurface latent dissatisfaction with
rently, the Soviets began to scale down thedind necessary for meeting political goals ashrushchev’s “second best” approach if not
long-range bomber program and redireatell as for concealing the weakness in thehiis concern with Germany and China. Thus,
resources toward ICBM and IRBM devel-strategic postur®. U.S. “strategic pressure” touched off a two-
opment. They did not, however, accelerate Without access to Soviet military andyear-long debate involving a major decision
the latter; worried abut the costs of militaryPresidential archives, MSW'’s hypothesefor significant deployments of third genera-
competition, they decided to make largeannot be adequately tested; this problemti®n ICBM systems: the SS-7 and SS-8 were
investments slowly? no less true for their reading of the earlabandoned and more resources poured into
MSW's interpretation of these develop-1960s U.S.-Soviet crises—especially théhe SS-9 and SS-11 ICBMs. Moreover, the
ments, which fed into U.S. decisions to haszuban Missile Crisis—and their impact orSoviets decided to develop the “Yankee
ten ICBM and SLBM programs, raises im-Soviet ICBM deployments in the following class” submarine missile system. By 1965,
portant questions that deserve further explgears. Like many analysts, the authors s&é4SW propose, the Soviets had completed
ration when Russian Defense Ministry arthe Soviet decision to deploy the MRBMs abasic decisions on force levels which re-
chives become available. The authors comotivated in part to defend Cuba and in parhained relatively stable in the following
tend that during the mid-'50s Soviet leadert offset U.S. strategic superiority, whichyears. And they further suggest that the
concluded that bombers were useful for ddrad put Soviet nuclear forces in a situatiomtention behind these decisions was not
terring an attack but not for “damage limitathat was “little short of desperat®.” But strategic dominance or even serious
tion,” i. e., for the “defensive purpose ofthey are puzzled by the military logic, noting‘counterforce” capabilities, as the CIA’s
minimizing the harm an enemy nation couldhat the small force of missiles would havéTeam B” maintained in the mid-70s’.
do.” Believing that Washington was far‘been inadequate to destroy enough of theather, a basic purpose may have been par-
ahead of them in ability to launch a cripplingAmerican strategic strike capability to preity with the United States. Indeed, if its
strategic attack, and perhaps overestimatirude severe retaliatory damage” to the Sgriority was MRBM deployments on their
U.S. air defense capacities, the Soviets regiet Union. MSW provide two possibleterritorial periphery, the Kremlin may well
soned that missiles, not bombers, could hegmswers to this problem. One possibility ifiave seen parity as sufficient to support their
them solve their problems, MSW suggesthat the Soviets believed that their deploypolitical interests in a future crisis.
Missiles, unlike bomber aircraft, were morement was adequate to deter Washingtonina Besides their overall assessment of the
or less unstoppable and could reach theirisis: the U.S. would avoid a confrontatiormid-1960s decisions, MSW raise specific
targets quickly. While acknowledging therather than risking a few cities. The othermuestions about the characteristics of the
importance of various organizational anddmittedly speculative, is that prospectivenissile deployments. For example, they are
technological considerations, along with théargets were U.S. Strategic Air Commandncertain whether the Soviets developed the
persuasive abilities of rocket designer Se(SAC) command and control facilities thatelatively inexpensive SS-11 ICBM in a
gei P. Korolev, MSW argue that a preoccueould not be reached from Soviet territory‘crash program” after the Cuban Missile
pation with the “strategic defensive” waswith their MRBMs in Cuba, and in keepingCrisis or in 1961, becoming important later.
fundamental to explaining the shift in re-with the Soviet's strategic defensive orienin addition, solid information is not avail-
sources from bombers to missilés. tation, they could hinder a “fully coordi- able on what the missile designers and the
The authors present a stimulating intemated” U.S. first striké® military had in mind when they developed
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and deployed the heavy SS-9 ICBM. Repieces,” contributions to debates, etc., rathdistories may be essential when written
turning to their earlier line of argumentthan policy and planning documents, theecords on some events no longer exist, but
about command-and-control targetingarticles in the “Special Collection” clearlythey are only a stopgap. It may well be that
MSW use circumstantial evidence to conindicate important trends of thought in thehe eventual transfer of records from the
jecture that the SS-9's mission may havkhrushchev-era high command. For exRussian Presidential Archivesto the Storage
been to disable the command-and-contrample, the material documents the somé&enter for Contemporary Documentation
system of the U.S. Minuteman missile comtimes bitter controversy within the Sovief(the archival repository for post-1952 CC
plex. Perhaps that is why the Pentagamilitary over the extent to which strategyCPSU records) will enable researchers to
found the SS-9s worrisome; thus, one pushould depend on nuclear weapons andst the various hypotheses developed by
pose of Johnson and Nixon-era SALT strawhether there remained a role for gener@iISW. Nevertheless, a full picture of Soviet
egy was to “seek to dissuade the Sovigurpose force® In addition, some of the military policy during the Cold War will
Union from further large-scale deploy-articles show that a number of articulateequire the Russian Defense Ministry to
ments.? generals believed that it was essential to hadevelop programs for regularizing access to
MSW raise a host of other interestingan array of ICBMs at their disposal if theythe archival collections under its control. If
guestions about Soviet decision-making imwere to “fight against means of nuclear atand when such material becomes available,
such areas as arms control, anti-ballistiack” with any degree of success. Sucthe history of Soviet strategic program will
missile systems, missile accuracy, multiplstatements, which can be interpreted as premly incidentally be a history of U.S. percep-
independently targetable reentry vehiclesure to raise the ICBM budget, make MSW’sions.
(MIRVSs), and fourth generation ICBM de-line of argument about the strategically de- ,
ployments of the early 1970s. Like thdensive character of Soviet planning all th 'is'ggesfttw:étf;ggiffr'r';bs“g(‘ﬁ;'pae‘rt'i?j ;ngf;\go”e’
earlier material, the analysis is stimulatingnore plausiblé’ ed. Alfred Goldberg, (Office of the Secretary of De-
and deserves careful study. For example, Inaddition to the top secret articles fromiense, Historical Office, March 1981, declassified with
the authors link the mid-'60s ICBM buildupVoyennaya Myskhe CIA has also declassi-deletions, December 1990), 634. Hereafter cited as
to the SALT process by suggesting that ified most of Penkovsky’s debriefings to CIA'z'"Sl:ci’g;)ry 634
the process of deciding force levels eachnd SIS officials during visits to England and_  sjnce this'essay was written, several important
side developed an interest in arms contrdfrance during 1961 and 1982.Besides a studies have become available that show how much can
They argue that conditions for SALT ex+emarkable statement on Soviet ICBM forc&€ accomplished without extensive access to Russian
isted by 1965, when both sides had madeficiencies (‘we dor?’thav.eadamnthing”)gggzﬁ’;::('j‘i’:ﬁ;NS;‘;gug;i;}g;”ﬁ;E:\l'ugﬁ’si?rs\?ai”d
basic decisions about ABM systems and thtke transcripts contain a wide range of detaikad production National Resource Defense Council
Soviets had decided to match U.S. ICBMN nuclear weapons-related issues, inclugvorking Paper NWD93-1, 8 September 1993; and
deployments and MIRV technology. Thusing command and control, missile and weag?avid Holloway's magisteriabtalin and the Bomb:

SALT was a “matter of ratifying decisionsons tests, anti-ballistic missile and air del"® SCVietUnionand Atomic Energy, 1939-10&6w

. . d " . Haven: Yale University Press, 1994).
on 'the size and basic technlc_:al competitiofense programs, tactical weapons, rockat [gd. note: Inwhatmay be a hopeful portent, since this
which each side reached unilaterafiy.”  types and missile technology, weapons disticle was written the Russian military has declassified
Declassification of some of the matepersal, nuclear facilities and key militarysv limited amOU”thOf feEOdeS Perta{/r\‘l'”gtﬁ SFéeC'If_'C gf?'d
H H H H : H ar events, such as the Korean War, the Berlin Crisis
rial once closely helq by intelligence comiﬁgures_ in 'Fhe nuclear aréa. (An amu“smg (1961), and the Cuban Missile Crisis. However, itis too
munity—some of which may not even haveevelation is the previously obscure “vodkagon to tell whether these limited steps, taken in con-
been available to MSW—may shed light orerisis” of 1961; to ensure the availability ofjunction with particular political events or academic
some of MSW’s interpretations. For exalcohol for missile fuel, the military crimpedProjects, will lead to more SYIStemhatl'C f'ec'ass'f'cat'on
ample, the CIA has begun to release isupplies for civilian use, thus creating avodk%;‘é‘;’;lts;ﬁgxggg;g:g]esc olarly access tothose
Nationql Intelligerlce E.stimates of Sovieshortage.) As with oral history, Penkovsky’s; some of the supporting studies have been declassi-
strategic forces, including NIEs that werestatements require corroboration and crosged, e.g., IDA Study S-467The Evolution of U.S.
produced during the “missile gap” debate afhecking to screen out inaccuracies and p?ér%ig'cl_c\cl’vmma”q and <I3°”J”°' azd Wam'”g' 1945-
the late 1950% Perhaps even more imporditically-driven interpretation® Neverthe- y L. Wainstein et al. (June 1975). Others are
o . . ) o under declassification review, including the chronol-
tant, beglnnlng in 1992 the CIA began tdess, the transcripts provide striking detaigy used to prepare the study, as well as an IDA history
declassify documents on one of the mostbout personalities and issues during one off Soviet strategic command, control and warning.
famous and most successful Cold War ethe Cold War’s tensest passages. ?H Pklfstlﬂamltosa Ffeg’amcr’:_'”fozhmatg”f“ 'egUESt ‘t)y
H H _in- _ . H e National Securl rchive, e Detense Depart-
pionage cases, the d_efec"uon in-place of So- The Penkovsky material, much ofwhu_:hmem CIA, and other agencies are now reviewing the
viet GRU (military intelligence) Qolonel the CIA has yet to release, sheds some lighicised portions for possible declassification.
Oleg Penkovsky. Penkovsky provided ClAon the Khrushchev era, but more than that History, 96-103. For Stalin’s cautiousness, see also
with a treasure trove of classified materialyill be needed to permit even a preliminarjaymond FI-_ Gaftho@ete”e”‘;‘? and the R?VO'UtLO”
some of which is now available in translatedesolution of the interpretive problems thaﬂéomgzimligirylggg)”'E\_’ng ington, D.C.: Brook-
form. A highlight is the top secret editionMSW broach. A program of oral historyg " istory, 103. For a still useful assessment of the
“Special Collection” of the journal interviews with retired Soviet general offic-Stalin literature, see Ronald Grigor Suny, “Second-
Voyennaya Mysl (Military Thoughro- ers and weapons designers could be particgiessing Stalin: International Communism and the
; f Py Origins of the Cold War,Radical History Revie\@7
vided to the Agency in 1961-62 bylarly valuable for clarifying developments(1987) 101-115
Penkovsky. More in the nature of “thinkduring the Khrushchev era and after. Ora) ibig., 82. For intelligence estimates on Soviet
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ground force levels during the 1940s-'50s, see, e.dHolloway, The Soviet Union and the Arms Rat®44. Penkovsky’s reading of Khrushchev as an “atomic
Matthew Evangelista, “Stalin’s Postwar Army Reap-MSW note that the number of Soviet ICBMs deployedHitler” who might make a “tremendous attack” on the
praised,’International Security:1 (Winter 1982/83), inthe 1960s was “notwildly out of line with what SovietWest. See Vladislav Zubok, “Khrushchev’s Motives
110-138; and John Duffield, “The Soviet Military Threatplanners might have projected as a matching responsaid Soviet Diplomacy in the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1962,"
to Western Europe: US Estimates in the 1950s artd American programs as of 1963-196fistory, 707.  paper presented for University of Essen-CWIHP Con-
1960s,” Journal of Strategic Studiekb (June 1992), For their critique of “counterforce” interpretations, sederence on “Soviet Union, Germany, and the Cold War,
208-27. During 1993 and 1994, knowledge of Nationabid., 660-63. The 1976 CIA “Team B” report has beer1945-1962: New Evidence from Eastern Archives,”
Intelligence Estimates of the USSR greatly increasediclassified and is available at the Modern MilitaryEssen, Germany, 28-30 June 1994.

when the CIA’s Center for the Study of IntelligenceBranch, National Archives. — - -
turned over copies of many Soviet-related NIEs to th23. History, 500-501, 663-65. Unfortunately, the De-William Burr, who received his Ph.D. from Northern
National Archives and published two useful compendiéense Department has excised significant parts of didlinois University, works at the National Security Ar-
in its “CIA Cold War Record Series”: Scott A. Koch, cussion of the SS-9. However, the Defense Intelligen&Ve, where he is project director for a document
ed.,Selected Estimates on the Soviet Union, 1950-198gency made important data available when it recenti§ellection on the arms race and arms control since the
(Washington, D.C.: History Staff, Center for the Studydeclassified a supporting study for MSW; see U.S. Ait950s. He was the editor Bhe Berlin Crisis, 1958-

of Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, 1993)Force,History of Strategic Arms Competition, 1945-1962 (National Security Archive-Chadwyck Healey
and Michael Warner, ed:he CIA Under Harry Truman 1972 Vol. 3, A Handbook of Selected Soviet Weapohtd., 1992). The author thanks Lynn Eden, Raymond
(Washington, D.C.: History Staff, Center for the Studyand Space Systemdune 1976. The most detailedarthoff, and Max Holland for their comments.

of Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, 1994)publicly available source on the nuclear arsenal of t

These collections were released in conjunction witformer Soviet Union is Thomas B. Cochran et al., COLD WAR SOVIET SCIENCE
ClA-sponsored academic conferences on “Teachinguclear Weapons Databook, Vol. IV, Soviet Nuclear continued from page 2

Intelligence” (October 1993) and the Truman era (MarckiVeapongNew York: Harper & Row, 1989)._ For the of them. Although Center-financed inter-
1994) Strat:eglc forces estimates from_the years of tlaecuracy of the SS-Q, :atmong other ex-Soviet 'CBM%ieWS have Iargely focused on Western sci-
missile gap” controversy and later periods are schedee Donald Mackenzie's extraordinary and challenglng . . . .

uled to be the subject of additional declassificatiofnventing Accuracy: A Historical Sociology of Nuclear nce, a fraction of these interviews discuss
releases and another conference, to be held at HarvMissile Guidanc¢Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1993). Soviet research, some extensively. Of par-
University in December 1994. _ 24. History, 737-38. ticular interest are in-depth interviews with
10.' Ib|q., _257. Kathryn' Weathgrsby of Florida Stat@5. One _exam.ple can be fo“unq at the L'yndon' B\'/iktor Ambartsumian, Vladimir
University is now preparing a major study of the role ofohnson Library: NIE 11-4-60, “Main Trends in Soviet . . .
the Korean question in Soviet policy during 1949 an@apabilities and Policies, 1960-1965," 1 Decembeftl€ksandrovich Fok, Petr Leonidovich

1950. 1960. See also the forthcoming collection of NIEKapitsa, Alla Genrikova Massevich, and
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AFTER STALIN project—Igor Vasil’'evich Kurchatov, scien-
continued from page 1 tific director of the nuclear effort since 1943;
Addressing the Central Committee oAbram Isaakovich Alikhanov, who had di-
the Communist Party of the Soviet Uniomrected the creation of the first Soviet heavy-
(CC CPSU) Plenary Meeting on 3 Julywater nuclear reactor; Isaak Konstantinovich
1953, Avraami Zavenyagin, deputy head dfikoin, director of the gaseous diffusion and
the recently-created Ministry of Mediumcentrifuge uranium isotope separation
Machine Building, spoke proudly: “Theprojects; and A.P. Vinogradov, scientific
Americans [after the first Soviet atomic testlirector at the plant at Cheliabinsk-40 which
in 1949] saw that their advantages had gongurified and converted plutonium into metal
and at Truman’s order began the work ofor weapons. The four scientists presented
the hydrogen bomb. Our people and ouheir report in the form of a draft article. A
country are no slouches. We took it up asopy of this paper, now available in the
well and, as far as we can judge, we beliearchives of the former CPSU Central Com-
we do not lag behind the Americans. Theittee, was sent on 1 April 1954 by Minister
hydrogen bomb is tens of times more powef Medium Machine Building V.A. Malyshev
erfulthan a plain atomicbomb anditsexplato CC CPSU First Secretary Khrushchev
sion will mean the liquidation of the secondvith the suggestion to publish the text not
monopoly of the Americans, now undeiover the names of its authors, all key partici-
preparation, which would be an event gpants in the atomic project, but above the
ultimate importance in world politicS.”  signatures of other authoritative Soviet sci-

with rain, snow and dust, thus poison-
ing it....Calculations show that if, in
case of war, currently existing stocks
of atomic weapons are used, dosages of
radioactive emissions and concentra-
tions of radioactive substances which
are biologically harmful for human life
and vegetation will be created on a
significant part of the Earth’'s
surface....The tempo of growth of
atomic explosives is such that in just a
few years the stockpiles of atomic ex-
plosives will be sufficient to create
conditions under which the existence
of life over the whole globe will be
impossible. The explosion of around
one hundred hydrogen bombs would
lead to the same effect....So, we cannot
but admit that mankind faces an enor-
mous threat of the termination of all
life on Earth’

The country’s new leaders, Georgientists who were “well known abroad and  The timing and context of the Soviet
Malenkov and Nikita Khrushchev, havingnot related to our field®In his cover memo- physicists’ initiative should be noted. Asits
quickly solved “the Beria problem” inher-randum to Khrushchev, Malyshev, a Deputiitle suggested—"The Danger of Atomic
ited from Stalin, still faced another danger€hairman of the USSR Council of MinistersWar and President Eisenhower’'s Pro-
ous legacy—the confrontation with thewho had headed the tank industry during theosal’—the draft article sent by Malyshev
United States. Stalin left to his successorgar, stated that he, too, had helped author theKhrushchev was, on its surface, intended
his orthodox vision of international affairs,draft article and had also sent copies tto rebut the “Atoms for Peace” proposal
based on Leninist theory, the most staundfhrushchev’s two leading colleagues, “Comadvanced by Eisenhower to the United Na-

supporter and advocate of which in theades Malenkov and MolotoV.”
The content of the document is of excepeember 1953; in his speech, the U.S. presi-
Vyacheslav M. Molotov. Even as late as thgonal significance, as is the reaction to it bylent had warned of the grave threat nuclear
June 1957 CC CPSU Plenum, Molotov stilthe ruling Soviet “troika.”

Soviet leadership was Foreign Minister

toed the orthodox line while giving lip ser-

the reduction of international tension. This
is the foundation of our work on the strength-
ening of peace, on tlmstponemen{em-
phasis added] and prevention of anew viar.”
To Molotov, in other words, the world con-
flagration was just a matter of time and
determining the proper moment for the in-
evitable “final victory” over “the aggressive
forces of imperialism.” The phrase “pre-
vention of a new war,” in Molotov’s mouth,
was a token bow to new fashion.

But nuclear, especially thermonuclear,
weaponry very quickly began to dictate new
priorities to the Soviet leaders, inasmuch as
they came to comprehend its power and
danger. Of particular importance in this
regard was a classified report prepared in
March 1954 by four senior physicists from
among the elite of the secret Soviet atomic

tions almost four months earlier, on 8 De-

weapons posed to humanity, and proposed

In the draft article, Kurchatov and histhat the nuclear superpowers (the USA,
vice to the new currents in foreign policycco-authors vividly and powerfully arguedUSSR, and Britain) share their stocks of
“We all understand and consider it to bé¢hat the advent of fusion weapons meant théissionable material to create an interna-
necessary to conduct, promote and stimtihe nuclear arms race had reached a netignal pool for peaceful worldwide atomic

late such measures which are conducive t@astly more dangerous stage:

The modern atomic practice, based on
the utilization of thermonuclear reac-
tion, allows us to increase, practically
to an unlimited extent, the explosive
energy contained in a bomb....Defense
against such weapons is practically im-
possible [so] it is clear that the use of
atomic weapons on a mass scale will
lead to devastation of the warring
countries....Aside from the destructive
impact of atomic and hydrogen bombs,
there is another threat for mankind in-
volved in atomic war—poisoning the

atmosphere and the surface of the globe tions

with radioactive substances, originat-
ing from nuclear explosions...the wind

spreads them all over the Earth’s atmo-
sphere. Later these radioactive sub-
stances fall onto the surface of the Earth

energy development. However, while ap-
plauding Eisenhower’s conciliatory rheto-
ric, Moscow responded tepidly to the “At-
oms for Peace” scheme, as did the Soviet
physicists who authored the draft article.
The spread and development of “peaceful”
atomic energy technology, they noted
sharply, leads “not to a reduction in, but to a
proliferation of atomic weapons supplies.”
Expertise in operating nuclear power plants
“can also serve as a means for the further
perfection of methods for the production of
atomic energy for military purposes,” they
pointed out, and atomic electric power sta-
“for peaceful purposes’ may at the
same time be an industrial and sufficiently
cheap way to produce large amounts of
explosive substances for atomic and hydro-
gen bombs"—giving the example of an
atomic energy plant with a 10,000-kilowatt
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capacity, which would annually generatethe explosion of hydrogen bombs"—indi-made the same day restated the familiar
besides the electric power, about 130-20€ating that their draft was not completedhesis that “atomic and hydrogen weaponsin
kilograms of plutonium a year, an amountntil the very end of March. “The world the hands of the Soviet Union are a means for
sufficient to produce “dozens” of atomiccommunity is concerned,” the state scierdeterring aggressors and for waging peace,”
bombs. “Moreover, the production of atomidists told their political leaders. “Such conwell within the traditional party framework
bombs from these materials is a proces®rn is entirely understandable.” As in thend official propaganda of that tinfte.
which can be accomplished within a veryWest, atomic scientists were also trying to  Takentogether, Malenkov’s public pro-
short period of time.” educate their publics to this new magnitudeouncement and the physicists’ secretly sub-
“In this light,” they concluded, ofnucleardanger. Echoingthe explanationsitted (for later publication) counsel consti-
Eisenhower’s proposals “do not at all dimingiven by Eisenhower and Strauss to an inted a clear challenge to orthodox Marxist-
ish the danger of atomic war” and, rathercredulous and fearful world, the physicist&eninistideology, which “scientifically” or-
were “directed at the disorientation of worldstated in their draft article that thermonucleatained socialism’s triumph in any future
public opinion.® weapon yields had “already reached mangonflict, as well as to those who adhered to
More immediately, however, the Sovietmillions of tons [of TNT] and one suchsuch an outdated concept. And with the
physicists’ impassioned statement camigomb can destroy all residential buildinggost-Stalin succession struggle at full tilt,
against a backdrop of heightened internand structures within a radius of 10-15 kiloMalenkov’s rivals in the ruling troika moved
tional awareness of the perils of the hydrameters, i.e., to eliminate all above-grounduickly to block the profound policy shift
genbomb. On 1 March 1954, inthe Marshationstructions in a city with a population ofwhich he and the physicists believed was
Islands in the Pacific Ocean, the Unitednany millions....The power of one or tworequired by the advent of thermonuclear
States had detonated what was then the largodern hydrogen bombs...is comparable teeapons. Publication of the proposed ar-
est explosion ever created by human being$e total quantity of all explosive materiaticle signed by Kurchatov and his colleagues
a blast with the explosive power of 15 mil-used by both fighting sides in the last wdr.” was vetoed, presumably by Khrushchev,
liontons (megatons) of TNT, three timesthe  Kurchatov and his colleagues, havindMolotov, or both. And after the next CC
yield scientists had predicted. This first testtrongly put before the Soviet leadership thEPSU Plenum in April, at which he received
of a deliverable U.S. hydrogen bomb, codeproblem of nuclear peril, stressed the neesharp criticism from Khrushchev and
named Bravo, had produced a pall of radider a “complete ban on the military utiliza-Molotov, Malenkov was forced publicly to
active fallout that descended over 7,00@0n of atomic energy.” This viewpoint obvi- repudiate his heresy by issuing the confident
square miles of the Pacific, forced the unexsusly contradicted the “historic optimism” (if hollow) assertion that any atomic aggres-
pected evacuation of hundreds of U.S. seof Soviet ideology about the ultimate, inevision by the West would be “crushed by the
vice personnel participating in the test anthble victory of socialism over capitalism. Itsame weapons” and lead to the “collapse of
residents of nearby atolls, and irradiated was, in essence, a pacifist position. the capitalist social systen®”
Japanese fishing trawler, thecky Dragon A warning of such seriousness could Unfortunately, the protocols of the April
killing one crewman and setting off a paniaot go unnoticed by the Soviet leaders. Bu1,954 Plenum still have not been made acces-
among Japanese who feared that their tuitanight be the case that by the time of theible to scholars, thus precluding a more
supply had been contaminated. As Waslpublic speeches of the electoral campaigprecise analysis of the internal reaction to
ington moved forward with the Operationfor the Supreme Soviet of the USSR in th#alenkov’'s speech. But excerpts have
Castle series of thermonuclear test expldirst half of March 1954, this document or itsemerged from the 31 January 1955 CC CPSU
sions in the Pacific, exploding a second, 1essence had become known only tBlenary Meeting at which Khrushchev and
megaton device (code-named “Romeo”) oMalenkov. (Although Malyshev addressedviolotov denounced Malenkov shortly be-
March 27 (and a total of six explosionsa draft of the article to Khrushchev on fore he was officially demotetf.
between March 1 and May 14), protests ros&pril, it is probable that earlier he, orKhrushchev called his allusion to the pos-
around the world calling for a ban on furtheKurchatov himself, had informed Malenkov,sible thermonuclear destruction of world
such experiments. Amid the uproar, press that time the number one figure in theivilization “theoretically mistaken and po-
conferences in late March by Presiderieadership, of its contents.) In any case, iitically harmful.”®* He complained further
Eisenhower and the chairman of the U.Shis electoral address on 12 March 1954-that the statement encouraged “feelings of
Atomic Energy Commission, Lewis L.one day after the news broke that the Bravwopelessness about the efforts of the peoples
Strauss, conveyed to the general public what-bomb test had forced unanticipated evacte frustrate the plans of the aggressors,” and
many scientists already understood: that ations—Malenkov, the head of the Councitonfused comrades who had presumed it
H-bomb could destroy an entire metropolief Ministers of the USSR, said that wareflected the CC’s official liné.
tan area, and that radioactive fallout from hetween the USSR and the United States, As David Holloway notes in his recent
thermonuclear war could endanger the suteonsidering the modern means of warfaregccount, Molotov took an even harsher stand.
vival of civilization? would mean the end of world civilizatioft” “A communist should not speak about the
In their draft article, the senior Soviet  This public declaration from the mouth'destruction of world civilization’ or about
nuclear physicists specifically alluded toof Stalin’s successor was something conthe ‘destruction of the human race,” but
these events, citing the case of theeky pletely extraordinary with respect to theabout the need to prepare and mobilize all
Dragonand the fact that the United Stateproblem of war and peace, particularly sincéorces for the destruction of the bourgoisie,”
had “already twice informed the world aboutin electoral speech by Anastas Mykoyahe was quoted as sayiffg.
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How can it be asserted [Molotov bombs would explode and if the conditiongesting for a wide audience. It was translated
added] that civilization could perishin would favor the spread of atomic dust.” Irinto major languages and published, with
an atomic war?...Can we make the his answer Zhukov stressed that he “persothie aim of reaching foreign readers, by many
peoples believe thatin the event of war ally favors the liquidation of atomic andSoviet journals distributed abroad. In this
all must perish? Then why should we hydrogen weapons” and noted that “if in theampaign one again senses Kurchatov’s pur-
build socialism, why worry about to- first days of war the United States woulgoseful activity, but, what is especially sig-
morrow? It would be better to supply drop 300-400 bombs on the USSR,” and theificant, even Khrushchev’'s personal in-
everyone with coffins now...You see Soviet Union retaliated in kind, “then onevolvement. As Sakharov recalled:
to what absurdities, to what harmful canimagine what would happen to the atmdKhrushchev himself authorized the publi-
things, mistakes on political issues can sphere?® cation of my articles. Kurchatov discussed
lead?s One is struck by the realism and resporthe matter twice with him and then referred

It remains unclear, at least so far agibility of two professional military men who some minor suggested editorial changes to

Khrushchev was concerned, whether thidad become prominent statesmen. Stiline....Khrushchev approved the revised ver-
criticism was merely a means to discredéhukov had undoubtedly spoken withsions at the end of June and they were sent
Malenkov as a leader or was instead a marthrushchev’s advice and consent. off immediately to the editors*

festation of genuine loyalty to dogmatic ~ Therefore, one may infer thatthe physi- ~ On 31 March 1958, Khrushchev an-
tenets. It is known, however, thatists’warnings had reached theirtarget. Theounced a unilateral moratorium on nuclear
Khrushchev, who ousted Malenkov in FebGeneva Summit, Khrushchev recalled mantesting—a move that may well have been
ruary 1955 from the post of head of stat¢/ears later, “convinced us once again, thatfluenced not only by the immediate politi-
and then pushed Molotov aside from th&ere was no pre-war situation in existence aal calculus, but also by the considerations
helm of foreign policy, soon revealed thathat time, and our enemies were afraid of usf Soviet atomic physicists. In this context
he shared the same estimate of the dangeidthe same way as we were of theth.”  the words that Kurchatov spoke at the ses-
thermonuclear war he had recently con- No wonder that, already, in the docusion of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on
demned. The East-West summit meeting fents adopted by the Twentieth Congress @6 January 1960, three weeks before his
Geneva in July 1955, where Khrushchethe CPSU in 1956, the thesis of the inevitasudden death—when he professed his “deep
already acted as the real leader of the Sovfeitity of a new world war resulting from the faith and firm knowledge that the Soviet
delegation, demonstrated this as well. ~ aggressive encroachments ofimperialism ammeople, and government would channel to

During the summit, a memorable oneNéW “warmongers” was replaced with thehe benefit of mankind®the achievements

on-one conversation took place, with onlyhesis of durable “peaceful coexistence befatomic science—should be understood as
Soviet interpreter Oleg Troyanovskytween different social systems.” an urgent plea to his country’s leaders.
present, between Eisenhower and Soviet [n subsequent years, profoundly con-  But, as the Soviet missile and nuclear
Defense Minister Marshal Georgi Zhukov—cerned about the threat of thermonuclearsenal continued to grow and develop, it
two famous military leaders of the Secondar, Kurchatov did not cease his efforts thegan to figure increasingly prominently,
World War. Each had a clear understandir@nlighten the country’s leadership abouand menacingly, as an element of Soviet
of the power of nuclear weaponshuclear danger. “Early in 1957," Andreipower diplomacy. This happened, for in-
Eisenhower was first to show how much th&akharov recalled, “Kurchatov suggested.stance, at the climax of the Suez crisis in
growth of nuclear armaments worried himthat | write something about the effects oNovember 1956, when Moscow reminded
stressing that “now, with the appearance é@diation from the so-called clean bontb.” British and French leaders of their nations’
atomic and hydrogen weapons, many no- Sakharov’s investigation enhanced unvulnerability to Soviet rockets if they did not
tions that were correct in the past havéerstanding of the extreme danger of atmavithdraw their forces from Egyptian terri-
changed. War in modern conditions witigPheric nuclear tests not only to present, budry. Khrushchev and his supporters spoke
the use of atomic and hydrogen weapoi® future generations. He estimated that tHater with pride about the good resullts alleg-
became even more senseless than ever p¥erall number of possible victims from theedly produced by this flexing of nuclear
fore.” Zhukov agreed and noted that “héadiation impact of each megaton of nucleanuscles. Speaking on 24 June 1957 ata CC
persona”y saw how lethal this weapon iS.eXDIOSion mlght approach 10,000 in theCPSU Plenum, Mikoyan (at Khrushchev’'s
(Zhukov, in September 1954, had supefourse of several thousand years followingrompting) recalled: “We were strong
vised a military exercise in the southerghe test. His article ended with a seminatnough to keep troops in Hungary and to
Urals at Totskoye, during which a 20-kilofeécommendation: “Halting the tests will di-warn the imperialists that, if they would not
ton atomic bomb was dropped from a plang€ctly save the lives of hundreds of thousandsop the war in Egypt, it might come to the
and 44,000 soldiers immediately thereafté¥f People, and it also promises even greatese of missile armaments from our side. All
staged a mock battle at the test site to simidirect benefits, reducing international tenacknowledge that with this we decided the
late nuclear war under “realistic” condi-Sions and the risk of nuclear war, the funddate of Egypt.?
tions ) mental danger of our time&®” Khrushchev’s realization thatthe USSR
Eisenhower continued: “Even scien- Even before this article’s publication inhad become a mighty nuclear power tempted
tists do not know what would happen if, say scientific journal in July 1958, Sakharovthe Soviet leader not only to play a some-
in the course of one month 200 hydrogefdain at Kurchatov’s suggestion, wrote artimes tough game, but even to launch dan-
other article on the dangers of atmospherigerous, reckless adventures, most egre-
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giously with regard to the Berlin and Cubaring the renunciation of “socialism” in thecies, claiming that he was “a bad commu-
Missile Crises, which brought the world toGDR, and a secret rapprochement with Tito'sist” who “lacks toughness and falls under
the edge of the thermonuclear precipice. Yugoslavia)—became the basis for his inalien influence.*

By then, Khrushchev had alreadydictment and execution in December 1953.  After taking Malenkov down a notch,
learned that the atomic bomb could also beThe recriminations against Beria as a chig¢hrushchev undermined Molotov. He con-
potent force in internal, domestic strugglesf the atomic project were as bizarre as theinued to use the nuclear “topic” to accuse
Beria’s arrest on 26 June 1953, and thwere effective in the power struggle. Irhis rival, this time for conservatism and
special CC CPSU Plenum dedicated to theality, Beria, being the high commissionedogmatic “deviation.” The final clash be-
“Beria affair” a week later, demonstratef the Soviet atomic project, was also théwveen Khrushchev and Molotov took place
that the Soviet nuclear capability had ad-irst Deputy of the Council of Ministers ofat the June 1957 CC CPSU Plenum. As a
quired unexpected weight in the eyes of thihe USSR, a member of the Presidium (Pdarget for his attack, Molotov chose a phrase
leadership of the country as a new, addiitburo) of the CC CPSU, and, after Stalin’sKhrushchev spoke tbhe New York Times
tional lever in political skirmishes and thedeath, one of the ruling troika. This promonth earlier: “Speaking in more definite
struggle for power. vided him with more than sufficient authorterms about international tension, the crux

In the course of “unmasking” Beria atity in the framework of the atomic project.of it, in the final analysis, is in the relations
the July 1953 Plenum, the leadership troikeloreover, according to many Soviet atomibetween the two countries—the Soviet Union
of Malenkov, Khrushchev, and Molotov ar-veterans, the “die-hard bureaucrat” Beriand the United States of America.” Molotov,
ranged that among the accusers would be thad quickly given an appropriate impetusadmitting thatthe USSR had become a great
administrators of the Soviet atomic projectand scope to all works on the project, and ifiuclear power, drew from it a conclusion
Beria’'s recent subordinates: the Minister ohstead, Molotov had remained in chargehat fit the party orthodoxy but was quite
Medium Machine Building Malyshev andthe chances for rapid accomplishment of thepposite to what Khrushchev meant—that
his deputy Zavenyagin. Taking his politicaproject's monumental tasks would have beamhile relying on this power, Molotov in-
cue from the troika, Malyshev, in his speecklim * Finally, Malenkov and Zavenyagin’'ssisted that Moscow “must take special care
at the Plenum, pointed to the following sinsiccusation about the decision to test is sine broaden every fissure, every dissent and
of Beria: “he put his signature on a wholgly absurd, for a month and a half still had teontradiction in the imperialist camp, to
number of important decisions without inpass after Beria's arrest until the explosioweaken international positions of the United
forming the CC and the government, foof the first Soviet hydrogen device. Not tdStates of America—the strongest among
instance, on the working plan of 1953 for &eria but to his accusers fell the decision tinperialist powers
very important research and developmeirgsue the actual authorization for the testing. In a rejoinder, Khrushchev’s ally
bureau working on the design of atomic  After Beria’'s arrest, the atomic com-Anastas Mikoyan called Molotov “a dyed-
bombs....He hid them from the governmenflex became a darling of “the party and than-the wool conservative” and stressed that
signed them single-handedly, taking advargovernment” (as an official formula put it), Khrushchev’'s declaration “is correct in es-
tage of his position of the chairman of thguarded and controlled by the Defense Da&ence and corresponds to the accepted deci-
Special committee?” partment of the CC CPSU, as well as by th&ion of the CC,” since it meant that “the

Zavenyagin seconded his chief, addinqilitary-industrial commission of the USSRquestion—to be or not to be for awar—in the
that “the decision to test the hydrogen bom@ouncil of Ministers. But this did not stoppresenttimes depends on the biggest powers
had not been reported to the governmengorbachev in the days of Chernobyl, 3@f the two camps, possessing the hydrogen
had not been reported to the Central Conyears after the Beria accusations, from pebomb.” Continuing his allegation that the
mittee, and was taken by Beria singleforming a traditional party somersault andnti-Khrushchev (“anti-party”) group repu-
handedly.” Zavenyagin even took a slap ahaking strange accusations at a Politburdiates this crucial fact, Mikoyan said: “This
his former boss’s role in the atomic projectsession: “All is kept secret from the CC. Itss being done in order to subsequently...turn
“Beria had a reputation of organizer, but irofficials could not dare to put their nose int@round our foreign policy, [which is] aimed
reality he was a die-hard bureaucrat.... Dedhis field. Even the questions of location ot the relaxation of international tensich.”
sion-taking dragged on for weeks andnuclear power plants] were not decided by  Khrushchev outwitted his competitors.
months.”® Malenkov set the tone and sumthe government Unlike Malenkov, whose estimate of nuclear
marized the accusationsin acrispformulaof New priorities, dictated by nucleardanger sounded as a lonely shot in the dark,
political verdict. In his words, Beria hadweapons, also played an exceptional role ikhrushchev skillfully and repeatedly ex-
“positioned himself apart and began to ackhrushchev’'s ascendancy and his strugglgloited the Soviet atomic project’s achieve-
ignoring the CC and the government in thagainst the Old Guard. The March 1954nents and the nuclear issue in general in his
crucial issues of the competence of the C@pisode has already been mentioned, whéarctical moves during the power struggle.
For instance, without informing the CC andKhrushchev subjected Malenkov, the healloreover, he advanced the new strategic
the government, he took a decision to orgaf the state, to sharp criticism for his thesisoncept of “peaceful coexistence between
nize the explosion of the hydrogen bormb.” about “the end of civilization” in the event ofthe capitalist and socialist systems” and guar-

The proposition that Beria “positionedthermonuclear war. By taking Molotov'santeed its approval by the CPSU 20th Party
himself above the party” and was ready tside in this debate, Khrushchev was abléongress. Thereafter, Khrushchev’s bold
crush it—aside from other purported “treafater, with his support, to remove Malenkowdeclaration about the two nuclear powers
sonous schemes” attributed to him (includfrom the sphere of foreign and defense polcould be defended as a new party line. Al-
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though this declaration implied accepting. Thomas B. Cochran, William M. Arkin, Robert S.19. [Ed. note: Footage of this test, once highly-classi-
) ; ; orris, and Jeffrey J. SandSoviet Nuclear Weapons fied, has appeared in several documentaries in recent

Ma.'?nkov S the.SIS’. Khrushchev enj.oyed 89(Russian edition) (Moscow: Atomizdat, 1992), 8.years, mostrecently “The Red Bomb,” broadcast on the

pol|t|cal net gain, since he empha5|zed NBL stalin’s role in launching the Soviet nuclear prograriscovery Channel in Sept. 1994. For memories of the

so much the threat of thermonuclear war @Swell described and amply documented in David954 test, including Zhukov's attendance, see Fred

the equal responsibility of the USSR anidolloway, Stalin and the Bomb: The Soviet Union ancHiatt, “Survivors Tell of '54 Soviet A-BlastWashing-

; Atomic Energy, 1939-1956New Haven, CT: Yale tonPost15 September 1994, A30. See also Holloway,

United St.ates for the fate of the world, University Prggs, 1994). Tg: deliverability of the therStalin and the Bom1825-28.]

The first 10-15 years of the.nUCIear errf'f‘onuclear weapon tested in August 1953 is noted 20. Zapis besedy (Memorandum), meeting between
wrought fundamental change in the positolioway, Stalin and the Bomi307. The United States G.K. Zhukov and President D. Eisenhower, 20 July
tions of the Soviet leadership on the issue @kt tested the thermonuclear concepts employed in #9955, TsKhSD, fond 5, opis 30, delo 116, Il. 122-23; for

; ) idrogen bombs by detonating a non-deliverable déhe U.S. record of this conversation, §&US, 1955-
war and peac_e.. The aFomIC bomb’s appe@li’e on the island of Eniwetok in the South Pacific on 1957, V (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Of-
ance. led Stalin immediately tp comprehe vember 1952; and first tested a deliverable hydrogdite, 1988), 408-418. The latter source quotes Zhukov
that it was a fact of supreme importance f@bmb in March 1954. as saying he was “unqualifiedly for total abolition of
the world and forced him, ina country deva$- See transcript of the 3 July 1953 CC CPSU Plenumeapons of this character,” apparently referring to

ili-i8 Izvestia TsK KPSBlews of the CC CPSU] 2 (1991), hydrogen bombs.
tated b.y the Second World War, to m0b|“2§66-170; for an English translation of the July 1953 CQ1. “Memuari Nikiti Sergeevicha Kruscheva” [Mem-
all avallat_)le resources to creat.e an atomiesy plenum transcripts, see D.M. Stickle, ed., Jeanirs of Nikita Khrushchev)yoprosi istorii8-9 (1992),
bomb of his own. Soon after Stalin’s death—rFarrow, trans The Beria AffaifCommack, NY: Nova  76.
and practically at the same moment as theiences Publishers, Inc., 1993), quotation on p. 13022. Andrei Sakharowlemoirs (New York: Knopf,

American | rshio—Sovi m nr%]._“The Iast‘anti-party’group.Astenographicreportoﬂ990),_200.
can leaders p—Soviet statesme the June 1957 Plenary Meeting of the CC CPSU23. Ibid., 202-203.

alized that the utilization of nuclear weaponiricheskii arkhiviHistorical Archive] 4 (1993), 4. 24. Ibid., 204.
threatened mankind with total annihilatiors. malyshev specifically suggested that the article coul@5. I.N. Golovin,Kurchatov (Moscow: Atomizdat,
However, the understanding of the darte signed by Academicians A.N. Nesmeianov, A.F1967), 21.
rs facing humanity in the nuclear ffe, D.V. Skobel'tsin, and A.l. Oparin. 26. Istoricheskii arkhiv4 (1993), 36.

g%s acl g hu ba ty h the nuclea epOd . Memorandum of V. Malyshev to N. Khrushchev, 127. Transcript of 3 July 1953 CC CPSU Plenum, in

Id not essen ut rather exacerbated tREril 1954, enclosing Kurchatov, et al., n.d. but apparizvestia TsK KPS$ (1992), 204-206; alsbhe Beria
confrontation between the two leading povently late March 1954, “The Danger of Atomic War andaffair, 84.
ers. The race for nuclear-missile power aresident Eisenhower’s Proposal” [*Opasnosti atomngi8.  Transcript of 3 July 1953 CC CPSU Plenum,
fear of Iagging behind the competitor ou voiny i predlozhenie prezidenta Eizenkhauera”], Centegvestia TsK KPS (1991), 166-170; alsbhe Beria
weighed common sense. Onlv the ultima orStorage_ of Contemporary Documentation (TsKhSD)affair, 130-33.

9 nse. Unly d 5, opis 30, delo 126, listy [pp.] 38ff. 29. Transcript of 2 July 1953 CC CPSU Plenum,
showdown on the brink during the Cuban Ibid., pp. 39, 40, 41. Izvestia TsK KPS$S(1991) 144; alsBhe Beria Affair
Missile Crisis of 1962 led to the sobering df. Ibid., pp. 42-44. The physicists’ arguments against.
both sides the “Atoms for Peace” plan were incorporated into th80. Yuli Khariton and Yuri Smirnov, “The Khariton

; formal Soviet rejection of the proposal conveyed byersion,”Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist®:5 (May

ltwas 'n_the 1950s and early 1960s th@breign Minister Molotov to Secretary of State Johrn9g3), 26-27.
the global view of war and peace held byoster Dulles later that spring. See Hollowafalin ~ 31. A.S. CherniaeGhest let s Gorbacheviiix Years
statesmen in the two countries |rrevocabgnd the Bombchz_:lp. 16. with Gorbachev] (Moscow: Progress-Kultura, 1993),
changed. On the Soviet side the p0|i [Ed. note: This account of the 1954 tests draws @v.

. . . onathan M. Weisgall, @ration Crossroads: The 32. “Memuari Nikiti Sergeevicha Khruschevelgprosi
reorientation shifted away from the preparagomic Tests at Bikini AtoljAnnapolis, MD: Naval istorii 8-9 (1992), 70,

tions for an inevitable new world war to+nstitute Press, 1994), 302-307; Herbert F. Ydike ~ 33. Istoricheskii arkhiv4 (1993), 5.
wards the construction of enduring peaceféfivisors: Oppenheimer, Teller, and the Superbomg4,_Istoricheskii arkhiva (1993), 36, 37

relations with the United States and its allie iéahg%“é it:\,r\‘llfgtrtda: d”i]":crlf'lt\)l’ Eastzhigfg%egi'e%; _
The new sources suggest that a critical rq;lﬁ : : YuriN. Smirnov is a Leading Researcher atthe Russian

d War, 1953-1961: Eisenhower and the Atomic Erh . :
. . . ' esearch Center Kurchatov Institute. Vladislav M.
in the enlightenment of the Soviet leadegsgy CommissiorBerkeley: University of California ki a Russian historian of the Cold War currently

during that crucial period belonged to theress, 1989), 168-82, and Stephen E'. Ambrosg; the National Security Archive in Washington, D.C.
designers of nuclear weapons themseh/%alsenhowe,rVol. 2,The PresidenfNew York: Simon s article is drawn from a paper originally presented

rimarily to lgor Kurchatov Schuster, 1984, 1985), 168-73 94.
p y g : 10. Kurchatov etal., “The Danger of Atomic War...,"” p, CORRECTIONS

The subsequent two decades of the.
nuclear arms race. Soviet-American arnig. Speech of Comrade G.M. Malenk&vavda 13 TheBuIIetlnregrets_thatseveral pnntlngerror_ssllppedl
L) . “ arch 1954 Mark Kramer’s article, “Archival Research in MoscoW:

control negotiations, and, ultimately, “ne > Speech of Comrade A.l. MikoyaKommunist | Prodress and Pitialls.” in the Fall 198@letin. On p. 22,
thinkin ," added relatively little to what ha . o col. 1, I. 20, the words “represent” and “showing” weye
9 y Yerevan), 12 March 1954. omitted from: “For the most part these documents, e¥3e-

been understood in principle by the politit3. izvestia 27 April 1954. cially those in Fond No. 5, represent key ‘inputs’ into the
cians of the 1950s. Despite the huge expéﬁ» See Andrei Malenkow® moiem otse Georgii | decision-making process, rather than showing how dgci-

; alenkov[About my father, Georgi Malenkov] (Mos- sions were actually made at the top levels.” On p. 23, fol.
ditures on ne.W weapons SyStem_S' the e@%ﬁw: NTS Teknoekos, 1992), 115-17; lu. V. Aksiutin 2, lines 5-7 from bottom should have read, “...figure gut
less speculatlons and maneuverings of PQid o.v. VolobuevXX s"ezd KPSS: novatsii i dogmy how to expedite and pay for the physical transfer....” P.|25,

" . . et ) " ) s col. 1, . 31 should have read, “...accused Pikhoia of haying
litical alliances, and major geopoliticalMoscow: Politizdat, 1991), 60-61; L.A. Openkin, “Na betrayed the national heritage.” On p. 31, col. 2, I. 9 frbm

changes, the basic priorities which had beéstericheskom pereput'eVoprosy istorii KPS$(1990), | pottom should have read “to investigate the matter fur-

dictated to mankind by the advent of th%l& anq Hollowaystalin and the Bomt838-39. ther...” In addition, Mark Kramer's article, “Tacticd|

. y 5. Aksiutin and VolobuevwXX s"ezd KPSS50. Nuclear Weapons, Soviet Command Authority, and the
ngclear era remam_ed Fhe same—and th&y walenkovO moiem otse Georgii Malenkal15. | Cuban Missile Crisis” (p. 43, col. 1, 1. 7-8), incorrectly gaje
will remain a gwdellne into our future. 17. Openkin, “Na istoricheskom pereput'e,” 116. the date of a Soviet General Staff document as June rather

than September 1962.

18. Aksiutin and VolobuewX s”ezd KPS$1.




CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN 19

50-MEGATON BLAST The 1992 television documentary, “The Storgameliorating, but the following May the
continued from page 3 of an Invisible Town,” also promoted theespionage flight of Frances Gary Powers
that the bomb design had worked. incorrect theory that “only after this explo-over the Soviet Union aggravated them seri-
Meanwhile, both aircraft and documension did the parties make concessions amaisly. The U-2 reconnaissance aircraft was
tary crews observing the test were subjectesign the treaty.” shot down by Soviet anti-aircraft batteries
to a most graphic experience. As one cam- As a result of excessive secrecy andear Sverdlovsk on 1 May 1960. In the
eraman recalled: “The clouds beneath tHenited access to information, even some ddftermath, the summit conference of Soviet,
aircraft and in the distance were lit up by théhe directors of the test formed incorrect.S., British, and French state leaders in
powerful flash. The sea of light spread undempressions. For example, the director dParis was aborted, and the return visit to the
the hatch and even clouds began to glow atite test site on Novaya Zemlya, GavriilUSSR of U.S. president Dwight Eisenhower
became transparent. At that moment, odtudryavtsev, mentioned that in our countryvas cancelled. Cuba, where Castro came to
aircraft emerged from between two cloud60-megaton and even 100-megaton (fortypower, became the object of passions, and
layers and down below in the gap a hugeately never tested) superbombs have athe failure ofthe U.S.-sponsored invasion by
bright orange ball was emerging. The balbeared.” His explanation of their “appearanti-Castro Cuban emigres at the Bay of
was powerful and arrogant like Jupiterance” is bizarre: “I think that the ‘secret’ isPigs in April 1961 was a great shock for the
Slowly and silently it crept upwards.... Havrather simple. In those days, the strik&ennedy Administration.
ing broken through the thick layer of cloudsiccuracy of our missiles was insufficient.  But the main arena of opposition be-
it kept growing. It seemed to suck the whol&he only way to compensate for this was taween the USA and Soviet Union was Eu-
earth into it. The spectacle was fantastiéncrease the power of the warhedd.” rope. The serious, seemingly insoluble ques-
unreal, supernaturaf.’/Another cameraman A completely fantastic idea about theion of a peaceful German settlement once
saw “a powerful white flash over the horizorb0-MT bomb appeared in 1992 ravda: again rose to the fore, with the status of West
and after a long period of time he heard ‘4this bomb] represents the yesterday oBerlin the focus of attention. The exhaust-
remote, indistinct and heavy blow, as if th@tomic weaponry. Even more powerful waring talks on arms reduction, accompanied by
earth has been killed!” heads have been developed by néw.”  strict demands from the Western Powers to
Some time after the explosion, photo- In fact, the 50-MT bomb tested on 30nspect the territories of participating par-
graphs were taken of ground zero. “Th@®ctober 1961 was neveraweapon. Thiswégs, were unsuccessful. The Geneva nego-
ground surface of the island has béan a one-of-a-kind device, whose design aklations on a nuclear test ban looked more
elled swept and licked so that it looks like dowed it to achieve a yield of up to 100and more gloomy although the nuclear pow-
skating rink,” a witness reported. “The samenegatons when fully loaded with nucleaers (except France) were adhering to a vol-
goes for rocks. The snow has melted arfdel. Thus, the test of the 50-MT bomb wasintary test moratorium in the context of
their sides and edges are shiny. There is rinteffect the test of the design for a 100-MThose talks. Meanwhile, hostile propaganda
a trace of unevenness in the ground.... Eweapon. If a blast of such horrific magni-and recriminations between the USSR and
erything in this area has been swept cleatude had been conducted, it would haviéhe USA became the norm. Finally, the main
scoured, melted and blown away.” generated a gigantic, fiery tornado, engulfevent of that period which aroused a storm of
A twenty-minute film about the devel-ing an arealarger than Vladimirskaya Oblagirotests in the West was the erection of the
opment and test of the 50-MT bomb wa@ Russia or the state of Maryland in théerlin Wall on 13 August 1961.
later shown to the Soviet leadership. ThESA. In the meantime the Soviet Union sought
film concluded with the following remark: The explosion of the 50-MT bomb didself-reliance. It was the first to test an
“Based on preliminary data alone, it is evinot lead, as some suppose, to the immediatgercontinental ballistic missile and launch
dent that the explosion has set a record @onclusion of the Limited Test Ban Treatysatellites into orbit, and the first to send a
terms of power.” In fact, its power was 1(Negotiations to conclude the treaty continman into outer space. Having acquired im-
times the total power of all explosives useded for another two years. However, onmense prestige, among the Third World coun-
during World War 11, including the atomic may speculate that the explosion indirectlyries in particular, the USSR did not yield to
bombs dropped on Japanese cities by tlgentributed to the talks’ success. the Western pressure and started active op-
United States. It's hard to believe that a The 50-MT bomb never had any mili-erations on its own.
more powerful explosion will ever take placetary significance. It was a one-time demon-  Therefore, when by the end of the sum-
The test stunned the world communitystration of force, part of the superpowemer of 1961 international tensions grew
and became the subject of numerous discugame of mutual intimidation. This was theunusually high, the course of events took on
sions, legends, and myths which continue tmain goal of the unprecedented test. Supehe peculiar logic of superpower politics.
this day. The Russian newspapmrestia weapons are rejected by contemporary milFor a month and a half prior to the announce-
reported in 1990, for example, that this sutary doctrine, and the proposition that “nownent by the Soviet government, we, the
per-powerful hydrogen bomb representede have even more powerful warheads” idevelopers of nuclear weapons, began pre-
“a qualitative leap which wiped out thesimply ridiculous. paring to test new prototypes. We knew that
American advantage intotal number oftests,” What was the political situation? Thethe culmination of the series of tests planned
and that Khrushchev agreed to sign theslations between Moscow and Washingtoim the USSR would be the explosion of the
Moscow Limited Test Ban Treaty two yearsat the time of Khrushchev's visit to the50-MT device, which was designed to pro-
later “with a 60 megatonner in the arserfal.'United States in September 1959 had beélice explosions of up to 100 megatons. In
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the middle of July 1961, we began theailroad flatcar, which after completion waskKhrushchev said: ‘Let this device hang over
development of this device. Some timeamouflaged as a regular freight-train car. the heads of the capitalists, like a sword of
thereafter, its actual construction and asvas necessary to build a railroad line righbamocles.™!
sembly began. Andrei Sakharov called thiato the assembly-shop. The test of the 50-MT bomb was a
planned test “the crux of the program.” From time to time, we would naturally watershed in the development of nuclear
The Soviet government made no secréiave doubts: would the device deceive usyeapons. This test demonstrated the global
of the planned superblast. On the contrarwould it fail at the moment of testing? Allud-nature of the effects of a powerful nuclear
it gave the world ample warning about théng to this, Sakharov said: “If we don’t makeexplosion on the Earth’s atmosphere. The
upcoming event and, in an unprecedentetis thing we’ll be sent to railroad construc-test of the bomb’s design confirmed the
step, made public the power of the bombion.” At another moment, in the last phasgossibility of making a device of any power,
under development. Thisleak correspondexf the job, when foreign protests eruptethowever large.
to the goals of the political power game. over Khrushchev's announcement of the For Sakharov, his involvement in the
By October 24, the final report, includ-forthcoming superpowerful blast, Sakharowevelopment of the 1961 superbomb marked
ing the proposed design of the bomb and tlealmly observed that while the explosiora turning point in his years of work in ther-
theoretical and design calculations, was commight lead to the smashing of some windowsionuclear weapons. This was the last de-
plete. The specifications in the report werg our embassies in two or three Westermice on which he worked intensely, seri-
sent to design engineers and bomb asseoountries, nothing more would come of it. ously, and without hesitatidA.He accepted
blers. Thereportwas co-authored by Andrei  Khrushchev defined his position in thisthe proposal to make and test this awe-

Sakharov, Victor Adamsky, Yuri Babaev,way: somely powerful bomb, motivated by a de-
Yuri Smirnov, and Yuri Trutnev. While the sire to demonstrate the absolute destructive-
contents of the report are not publicly avail- | want to say that our tests of new ness and inhumanity of this weapon of mass

able, | can say that the report’s conclusion nuclear weapons are also coming along annihilation, to impress on mankind and
contained the following statement: “Asuc- very well. We shall shortly complete politicians the fact that, in the event of a
cessful result from the test of this device these tests—presumably at the end of tragic showdown, there would be no win-
opens the possibility of creating a device of October. We shall probably wind them ners. No matter how sophisticated an oppo-
practically unlimited power.” up by detonating a hydrogen bomb with nent, the other side would find a simple, but

At the same time, a bomber was pre- ayield of 50,000,000 tons of TNT. We crippling, response.
pared for the test, and a special parachute have said that we have a 100-megaton The device at the same time demon-
system for the bomb developed. The para- bomb. This is true. But we are not strated the technological potentials avail-
chute system to permit the slow descent of going to explode it, because even if we able to humanity. Not without reason did
the bomb, which weighed more than 20 did so atthe most remote site, we might Sakharov search for aworthy application for
tons, was unique. However, even if this knock out all our windows. We are it. He suggested using superpowerful explo-
parachute system had failed during the test, therefore going to hold off for the time sions to prevent catastrophic earthquakes
the bomber’'s crew would not have been being and not set the bomb off. How- and to create particle accelerators of unprec-
endangered, as the bomb contained a spe-ever, in exploding the 50-megaton bomb edented energy to probe the secrets of mat-
cial mechanism which triggered its detona- we are testing the device for triggering ter. He also advanced a plan to use similar
tion only after the plane had reached a safe a 100-megaton bomb. But may God explosions to deflect the course of heavenly
distance. grant, as they used to say, that we are bodies near earth, such as comets or aster-

The Tu-95 strategic bomber whichwas never called upon to explode these oids, inthe interests of mankind. Butalso, at
to carry the bomb to its target underwent bombs over anybody’s territory. This that time, he was still preoccupied with the
unusual modification. The bomb, around is the greatest wish of our livés! search for possible military applications of
eight meters long and two meters wide, was Ce nuclear energy.
too large to fit in the plane’s bomb bay; In strengthening the defense of the Ninety-seven percent of the power of
therefore, a non-essential part of the fuse- Soviet Union we are acting not only in  the 50-MT bomb derived from thermonuclear
lage was cut away, and a special lifting our own interests but in the interests of fusion; that is to say, the bomb was remark-
mechanism attached, as was a device for all peaceloving peoples, of all man- ably “clean” and released a minimum of
fastening the bomb. The bomb was so huge kind. When the enemies of peace fission by-products which would elevate
that over half of it protruded from the plane threaten us with force they must be and background radiation in the atmosphere.
during the flight. The plane’s whole fuse- will be countered with force, and more Thanks to this, our U.S. colleagues under-
lage, and even its propeller blades, were impressive force, too. Anyone who is stood® that our scientists also desired to
covered with special white paint for protec- still unable to understand this today reduce to a minimum the radioactive after-
tion from the explosion’s intense flash. A will certainly understand it tomorroif. effects of nuclear testing, as well as to lessen
separate airborne laboratory plane was also the effect of radiation on present and future
covered with the same paint. Once, during adiscussion with Sakharowgenerations.

In Arzamas-16, the secret nuclear weag pointed question was heard: “Why do we  The fact that the 30 October 1961 ex-
ons laboratory in the Urals, the bomb waseed to make ‘cannibalistic’ weapons likeplosion and its expected yield were an-
assembled in a factory-shop on a specitilis?!” Sakharov smiled and said: “Nikitanounced in advance by political leaders
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placed a special burden on the bomb’s
signers, for a failure or serious shortfall
yield would have undermined the autho
of our researchers. The enormous vyiel

the test (the most powerful of all tests c¢n

ducted either by us or the USA) should h
provoked and in fact did provoke f

throughoutthe world, in the sense that nuc
weapons were seen to threaten human
future. It also led to the realization that s
weapons should be placed under inte
tional control, the framework for which h
yet to be found but must be sought out
implemented. A series of agreements li
ing the testing and spread of nuclear w
ons was gradually concluded. The w
community and the superpowers’ gove
ments came to see the necessity for

agreements as a result of evaluating
results of many nuclear tests, among t
the test of 30 October 1961.
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de- Letters: Stalin, Kim, and Korean War Origins
n
ty 10 December 1993

of .
To the Editor:

Ve Ms. Kathryn Weathersby's otherwise informative article in your Fall 1993 issue (“New Findings
Ton the Korean War,” CWIHBuUlletin 3 (Fall 1993), 1, 14-18) shows how the study of hitherto secret
E€80viet archives can lead to erroneous conclusions if unaccompanied by an understanding of the
yoeneral context of Communist policies in the given case. She argues that the initiative for the invasion
chf South Korea in 1950 came from the North Korean regime, rather than from Stalin, her “proof” that
Kim Il Sung had on many occasions begged Stalin to be allowed to “reunite” the peninsula, before
sactually being allowed to try to do so. Butwhat does that prove? Using analogous reasoning, one coul
gue that it was South Korea that initiated the war because Syngman Rhee had begged Washingtc
.10 help it to do the same thing vis-a-vis the North.
" The document—an internal Soviet memorandum—proves the opposite of Ms. Weathersby’s
Hesis. 1t states, “Stalin at first treated the persistent appeals of Kim Il Sung with reserve, noting that
ldsych a large affair in relation to South Korea needs much prepardtiandid not object in
Nprinciple...At Stalin’s order, all requests of North Korea for delivery of arms and equipment for the
ueakbditional units of the KPA were quickly met... Butthe end of May, 1950, the General Staff of the KPA,
thiegether with Soviet military adviserannounced the readiness of the Korean army to begin
egpncentration at the 38th parallel.”™ The idea to invade was clearly Stalin’s but, reasonably enough,
he waited to permit and help in the venture only at what he thought was the right moment. The notion
that in 1950 Kim, or any other Communist leader, was in a position to pressure—compel or shame—
the Soviets into doing something they had not planned in the first place, or that the North Koreans could
gdave invaded without Soviet permission/command, cannot be seriously entertained.

The date of the document being 1966—the height of the Sino-Soviet dispute—makes rather
debatable its assertion that Kim also obtained Mao’s agreement for the invasion. Even in an interna
Soviet document there would have been a strong inclination to dilute Soviet responsibility for the
invasion.

In an athletic event, a race is not is not initiated by the runners crouching down. The race is
initiated by the starter shouting “go.” That is what Stalin did.

Yours sincerely,

Adam B. Ulam

* My italics.

Adam Ulam is professor emeritus and former director of the Russian Research Center at Harvard
" University, and the author of numerous books on Soviet foreign policy.

Sakharov in his memoirs, in which the scientist st
that he sent a note to Khrushchev on 10 July

opposing his decision to resume nuclear tests, sugpest-

by

elf. Weathersby responds (4 November 1994):

61

Since the publication of the Fall 1988illetin, additional documents have been released that

ing that they would “seriously jeopardize the test Bafurther clarify the question of Stalin’s role in the outbreak of the Korean War. | have presented

negotiations, the cause of disarmament, and
peace,” and that he worked on the test of the *
Bomb” only after Khrushchev firmly rejected his
peal and chided him for meddling in politics and “p
ing his nose where it doesn’'t belong.” Once the d
sion was made, however, Sakharov also says he
“going all out” to achieve the maximum from the f
1961 test series. See Andrei Sakhakésmoirs(New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1990), 215-25.]

13. Ralph LapgKilland Overkill(London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1992), 36-37.

T'l‘f‘anslations and analyses of these documerfteénJournal of American-East Asian Relatiofi®
'Yummarize them briefly, they reveal that in January 1950 Kim Il Sung once more appealed to Stalin
k'_to grant him permission to launch a military campaing to reunify the Korean peninsula by force of
LcArms. On 30 January 1950, Stalin indicated that he was “ready to approve” Kim’s request, and in the
wigdlowing months provided the necessary arms and expertise. The Soviet role was therefore essentia
Ilbut it was as facilitator rather than initiator. This distinction does not negate Soviet responsibility for

the bloodshed that followed, but it is critical for understanding the origins of the Korean War.

In May 1950 Stalin informed Mao Zedong that “owing to the changed international situation, the
[the Soviets] agree with the Koreans’ proposal to proceed toward reunification.” However, he added,
“the question must be decided finally by the Chinese and Korean comrades together, and in case c

Physicist Viktor Adamsky worked on the Soviet nu

weapons program in Sakharov’s group at Arzamas 1§n
the long-secret nuclear laboratory. Physicist Yjiri

a disagreement by the Chinese comrades, the resolution of the question must be put off until there i
€3 new discussion.” Unfortunately, the Soviet documents released thus far do not clarify what Stalin
eant by “changed international situation.” This is the key question, since we must undengtand

Smirnov is a Leading Researcher at the Russian Sgidne approved military action in Korea before we can understand the larger picture of Stalin’s approach

tific Center “Kurchatov Institute” in Moscow. Bot
worked on the 50-megaton test.

to the Cold War. | hope to describe in future issues dBthietin additional Soviet documents that
have recently become available, including records on the Korean War that President Yeltsin has
presented to the government of South Korea.
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from MAD magazine.

SPYvs. SPY. THE KGB vs. THE CIA, 1960-1962

by Vladislav M. Zubok

“The crisis years” of 1960-1962 areto delude and disrupt the Western alliance wices were more than just “eyes,” they were
remembered as a peak of the Cold War, gmeparation for a decisive showdown bepowerful weapons in propaganda warfare
apogee of the bipolar confrontation. Manyween the two Cold War blocs. Some obetweenthe ideological blocs. Furthermore,
consider them even more dangerous than thieem, most prominently James J. Angletonn a situation of mutual fear produced by the
Korean War, when the military forces ofhead of the CIA’s counterintelligence denuclear deadlock, when mammoth armies
West and East clashed and almost slippgrtment, tenaciously denied the reality ofonfronted each other in Europe and around
into a global conflict. The early 1960s weréhe Sino-Soviet split as a “hoax” designed tthe world, intelligence networks were the
all the more frightening since the two supetull the West into complacency. Angletononly mobile force in action, the “light infan-
powers, the United States and the Sovielong with a Soviet defector, KGB majortry” of the Cold War: conducting reconnais-
Union, were engaged in a fierce nucleafAnatoly Golitsyn, also believed that theresance, but also trying to influence the situa-
armsrace, and two more states, Great Britaivas a KGB mole inside the CIA’s Soviettion in the enemy’s rear by means some-
and France, had developed small nucle&ivision, and that Soviet intelligence wadimes just short of military ones.
arsenals of their own. By the end of thassiduously planting its illegals and agents, The plans and instructions related to
period the edge in this race clearly belongegrimarily displaced persons from Eastermperational work and intelligence sources,
to the United States such that, at the height Burope and Russia, in various high-placeit particular involving planting agents abroad
the Cuban Missile Crisis, Washington had giositions in the West. They even claimednd using double-agents, justifiably belong
least nine times as many deliverable nucleénat former British Labour party leader Hugtio the most zealously guarded secrets of
warheads as MoscowAfter the summer of Gaitskell had probably been murdered bintelligence bureaucracies. But recently,
1961 the Kennedy administration was petthe KGB, that his successor, Harold Wilsorthanks to the collapse of the Soviet Union,
fectly aware of that fact, but, neverthelesayas probably a KGB asset, and that theistorians have acquired a rare chance to
sweeping Soviet progress in ICBMs soofamous double agent Oleg Penkovsky, peek into the mysteries of one of the two
eliminated the impregnability of “fortressGRU (Soviet military intelligence) colonel, intelligence giants of the Cold War—docu-
America” forever. was also a Soviet plaft. ments of the Committee on State Security

The loss of strategic invulnerability The seemingly wild surmises of an(KGB). These are not papers of the First
weighed as heavily on the American psych@merican counterintelligence officer be-Main Directorate (PGU), which was respon-
as had the loss of the atomic monopoly (artbme more understandable as we learn masible for foreign intelligence and which con-
China) in 1949. And, as before, this agitatedbout the strange “behind the mirror” worldinues under the new regime in Russia and,
state of mind offered fertile ground for spy-of spying, double-agents, and deliberatef course, preserves its secrecy (although
hysteria. Thistime, however, itdid notreacklisinformation in which huge and well-some of its former officers, Oleg Kalugin,
the proportions of McCarthyism, but re-funded rival intelligence services clashed.eonid Shebarshin, and Vadim Kirpichenko
mained localized in government officeswith no holds barred. Intelligence at anyamong them, have recently written mem-
where cold warriors, especially true believtime is a necessary and valuable instrumeairs®). The documents in question were sent
ers among them, began to talk again aboutéa state’s foreign policy. But in the yeardy the KGB to the Secretariat and the Polit-
“master plan” of the Kremlin and the KGBof Cold War tension the intelligence serburo of the Central Committee of the Com-
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munist Party of the Soviet Union (CC1960. torate of Counterintelligence confronted,
CPSU), whose archives, unlike those ofthe  In this period, Khrushchev was told,according to the annual report, “serious dif-
KGB, have in part at least become acces375 foreign agents were recruited, and fculties” in 1960. “The adversary goes to
sible to scholars and the pubfic. officers of the State Security were transgreat lengths,” the KGB complained. “For
For all their fascination, the internal ferred abroad and legalized. The statioriastance, the Committee noticed cases when
KGB documents cited in this article shouldabroad obtained, among others, position artde enemy’s intelligence officers met their
also be treated with a good deal of cautiorbackground papers prepared by Westeagents on a beach and secretly exchanged
They contain references to events, plangiovernments for the summit conference imaterials while swimming. If it happens on
individuals, and explicit or implicit rela- Paris in May 1960, including materials ora beach, they would lie close by, pretend
tionships that are uncorroborated and shoulthe German and Berlin questions, disarmdhey do not know each other and dig their
be carefully investigated and cross-checkerhent, and other issues. They also providedaterials in the sand, and then cautiously
with other evidence before their accuracyhe Soviet leadership with “documentanextract them.” There were more serious
and significance can be confidently gaugedevidence about military-political planningchallenges than the “beach” method. U.S.
Many of the assertions contained in thef some Western powers and the NATGOntelligence, the KGB found, began to use a
documents will require, in particular, colla-alliance as whole; [...] on the plan of deploynew type of heavily-protected codes. They
tion with relevant materials in the archivesment of armed forces of these countriearote on a very thin (papirosse-type) paper
of other governments and intelligence agerthrough 1960-63; evidence on preparatioprepared specifically for this purpose. Also
cies, especially the CIA, and analysis byby the USA of an economic blockade of and special plane was constructed in the USA
specialists in the history of intelligence.military intervention against Cuba”—the lasto bring illegal agents to the USSR. “Since
Many names in the documents are translita possible allusion to preparations for théhis plane is made of rubber-layered tissue,”
erated from the Russian after being translittorthcoming April 1961 CIA-supported in- the report said, “and can conduct flights at
erated from other languages, and the spelNasion by anti-Castro Cuban exiles at thivw altitudes, it has practically no chance,
ing may not be accurate. Moreover, irBay of Pigs’ according to our experts, of being located by
assessing reports by KGB leaders to The sheer numbers conveyed the vaskisting radar station$.”
Khrushchev, readers should recall the terextent of information with which the KGB With the life of KGB officers and agents
dency of bureaucrats in any government télooded the tiny group of Soviet leadersin the United States becoming increasingly
exaggerate capabilities or accomplishment®uring one year alone it prepared and preeugh due to the effectiveness of J. Edgar
to a superior, a provoclivity that may besented 4,144 reports and 68 weekly anidoover’'s FBland harshrestrictions ontravel
accentuated when, as in this period, there imonthly informational bulletins to the Party’sfor Soviet journalists and diplomats, the
intense pressure to produce results. Finallgzentral Committee and the USSR CounciCommittee tried to exploit the increasing
in addition to remembering the lack of sys-of Ministers; 4,370 documentary materialdrickle of Soviet visitors to the United States
tematic access to KGB and CIA archiveswere sent to Foreign Minister Andreitoinclude its operatives and agents. Another
those who evaluate the documents that Gromyko; 3,470 materials to Defense Minchannel was sending younger KGB officers,
become available must keep in mind thaister Rodion Malinovsky and the Head of th®leg Kalugin among them, as graduate and
evidence on crucial matters may have beeBeneral Staff Alexander Vassilevsky; angbost-graduate students to Columbia, Har-
deliberately destroyed, distorted, fabricated790 materials to other ministries and agemnard, and other American universities.
or simply never committed to paper. All ofcies’ Yet nobody could replace illegals. The
these caveats should simply serve as re- Soviet foreign intelligence appeared t&KGB in 1960 began to move its “sleepers”in
minders that however revealing these mateérave been particularly successful in “sigintother countries to the United States “with the
rials are, much additional research will bgsignalsintelligence) operations. The sprawkim of planting them in a job in American
needed before a balanced and informeithg Service of Radio Interception and Codeintelligence or intelligence schools.” One
evaluation of the role of intelligence agen-Breaking of Diplomatic and Agent-Opera-priority was “to insert KGB agents as pro-
cies and activities in the Cold War, on alltional Communications of the Capitalistfessors of Russian, Latvian, Estonian and

sides, can be attained. Countries, the innermost part of the KGHA.ithuanian languages in the language school
empire (analogous to the U.S. National Sef USA military intelligence in Monterey,”
The KGB reports to Khrushchev curity Agency), managed to break manyalifornia®

diplomatic and intelligence codes. During  The report distinguished between old

On 14 February 1961, Nikita S. Khrush-1960 it reported deciphering 209,000 diploand new priorities of Soviet foreign intelli-
chev received an annual report of the KGBnatic cables sent by representatives of Sfence. An old one was to ferret out, in
marked “Top Secret—Highly Sensitive.” states, and the mostimportantamong them-eempetition with the GR(Glavrazvedupr)
Only Khrushchev could decide who amondl33,200—were reported to the CPSU Cerer military intelligence, Western plans for
the top Soviet leadership might see the raral Committee. The Kremlin therefore aprearmament and NATO's level of combat
port, in which the Collegium of the KGB parently eavesdropped on some ofthe Westsadiness. New efforts were targeted, first,
informed him as the First Secretary of thenost classified communications. at scientific-technical espionage and, sec-
CC CPSU and as a Chairman of the Council  True, there were clouds on the horizorond, at elaborate propaganda and
of Ministers of the USSR about the achieveThe enemy became increasingly sophistdisinformation campaigns. The former had
ments of Soviet foreign intelligence duringcated and difficult to penetrate. The Direcproved to be a stupendous success in the
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1940s, when the Soviets obtained detailedg to Golitsyn, the KGB'’s new chairman,on the KGB payrolt®
information on the wartime Anglo-Ameri- Alexander Shelepin, the energeticandimagi- During the early Cold War and later,
can atomic bomb project, and it continued toative former leader of Young Communisboth U.S. and Soviet intelligence services
be important as Cold War sanctions anteague, revealed this plot in May of 1959 tased penetration, deception, and propaganda
barriers cut the Soviets off from Westernthe KGB establishment. Golitsyn even mainto groom potential allies and neutralize en-
technologies and industrial machinery. tained, contrary to all evidence and logicemies on both sides of the Iron Curtain.
During 1960, the KGB's scientific-tech- that the political and military split betweenEach had a record of successes and failures
nical intelligence service reported that iChina and the USSR after 1959 was a fakduring the 1950s. The KGB successfully
stole, bought, and smuggled from the Wegtist a facet of Shelepin’s diabolical masteplayed on French suspicions of West Ger-
8,029 classified technologies, blueprints, anglan* man militarism to frustrate ratification of the
schemas, as well as 1,311 different samples There was no such “master plan” in th&uropean Defense Community (EDC), the
of equipment® A special target in this KGB. But under Shelepin the CommitteaVestern plan to create a “European army.”
regard was, of course, the United States. @mdeed hatched several schemes of stratedibe CIA had its own triumph in Iran by
7 April 1960, the Central Committee hadcand tactical deception: to conceal Sovietverthrowing Prime Minister Mossadeq and
directed the KGB to prepare a “prospectivententions and weak spots from the West, agpening the way for conversion of that coun-
working plan of the intelligence service ofwell as to disrupt consensus in Westertry into a mainstay of Western defense struc-
the Committee of State Security atthe Coursocieties and alliances on policies, meansyres in the Middle East for a generation.
cil of Ministers against the United States oénd goals for waging the Cold War. Inthe But U.S. intelligence failed during the
America’!* The plan, presented on 10 Marclplan presented to the Central Committee alB50s to establish a network of influence in
1961, postulated a wide array of meastéites10 March 1961, mentioned above, for exEastern Europe, not to mention the Soviet
Among them were efforts to insinuate agentsmple, the KGB proposed “to carry outUnion itself. The KGB even in 1960 acted
into U.S. scientific-technical centers, unidisinformation measures on the informationinder the impression that it could do better
versities, industrial corporations, and othethat American intelligence obtains about th@n the United States, using the growing fa-
institutions specializing in missile building, Soviet Union; to pass along the channels digue with the Dulles-Eisenhower hard line
electronics, aircraft, and special chemistryAmerican intelligence disinformation onand growing public support for U.S.-Soviet
The KGB planned to use “third countries” agconomic, defense, and scientific-technicabpprochement. The Committee pledged, in
a springboard for this penetration campaigrissues; to disinform the USA intelligenceaccord with its April 1960 instruction, to
Its agents in Great Britain, France, Westegarding real intentions of Soviet intelli-establish closer contacts with liberal Demo-
Germany, and Japan were to worm their wagence services, achieving thereby the disfats in the U.S. Congress and to encourage
into scientific, industrial, and military re- persion of forces and means of the enemythem “to step up their pressure for improve-
search and consulting institutions of thesmtelligence services'® The deception went ment of relations between the USA and the
countries with access to American knowside by side with blunt slander campaignSoviet Union and for settlement of interna-
how or subcontracting to U.S. military agenand forgery. In its 1960 report, the KGBtional problems through negotiations.” The
cies. Agents residing in England, Austriatook pride in operations carried out to comKGB concentrated its propaganda efforts, it
Belgium, West Germany, and Israel wer@romise “groupings and individuals fromreported, on “left-wing trade unions, Quak-
instructed to move to the United States witthe imperialist camps most hostile towarders, pacifist, youth and other social organi-
the goal of finding jobs in the military- the USSR.” The Committee publicized irzations,” and was even ready “to provide
industrial sector. the West 10 documentary pieces of dighose organizations and some trusted indi-
It also planned to organize “on the basigformation, prepared in the name of stateiduals with the needed financial assistance
of a well-screened network of agents” sevinstitutions and government figures of capiin a clandestine way-"
eral brokerage firms in order to obtain clastalist countries, and 193 other disinformation ~ According to the plan, the KGB pro-
sified scientific-technical information andmaterials. The KGB took credit for stagingposed to subsidize the “American progres-
“to create conditions in a number of couna number of rallies, marches, and pickets isive publishing house ‘Liberty Book Club’
tries for buying samples of state-of-the-arthe United States, Japan, England, and othiarorder to publish and disseminate in the
American equipment.” One such firm wagountries. It claimed to be instrumental iUSA and other capitalist countries books
to be opened in the United States, one Engineering 86 inquiries of governmentprepared at our request."The experiment
England, and two in France. The KGB alsand presentations in parliaments and 1Gfemed to promise further successes, since
prepared to open in a European countryiaterviews of leading figures in these counthe KGB intended to internationalize it by
copying center that would specialize copytries. Inaddition itasserted that it had helpeabening club affiliates in England, Italy, and
ing blueprints and technical documentationrganize 442 mass petitions to governmentdapan. In a spirit of innovation, demon-
in the fields of radioelectronics, chemistrydistributed 3.221 million copies of variousstrated in those years, the Committee also
and roboticg? leaflets, and published abroad 126 booKstudied the possibility of using a major
Some orthodox anti-communists in theand brochures “unmasking aggressive polAmerican public relations agency for the
CIA, known as the fundamentalists, wereies of the USA” and its allies, as well aglistribution in the USA of truthful informa-
tipped off by the Soviet defector Golitsyn3,097 articles and pieces in the media. ThH®n about the Soviet Uniort*” These and
about an alleged KGB “monster plot” toCommittee reported that it had instigated aflimilar undertakings required a lot of money,
create a strategic web of deception. Accordhis through 15 newspapers and magazinasd some KGB operatives like Konon
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Molody (Gordon Arnold Lonsdale) were feud with Allen Dulles boasting that he reagues at the Council of Ministets.
encouragedto engage in lucrative businessbg briefing papers prepared for President In fact, the U.S. space reconnaissance
in the West and then funnel the profits intcEisenhower and found them “boring.” Theprogram produced a minor panic among
KGB foreign account®. Soviet leaders had some reasons to belie@eviet academics who consulted for the
A special division of the KGB was busy that their sources of “humint"—"human in-KGB. Two of them, AcademicianL.l. Sedov
fabricating disinformation on the produc-telligence” garnered from agents and@nd doctor of physics and mathematics G.S.
tion in the United States of chemical andllegals—were many times greater than thodgarimanov, warned in September 1959 that
bacteriological weapons and the developef their American adversary. After a flurrythe “Discoverer” satellites could be success-
ment of new means of mass destructiorof defectors following Stalin’s death, thefully used by the Americans for military and
Faked documents, innuendo, and gossipolitical and military intelligence apparatusintelligence purposes, “to put out of work
were used to undercut U.S. positions antlad been reorganized, and its discipline aralir defense installations with electronic
influence among delegations of Afro-Asianmorale seemed to be restored. But the ludlquipment over a large territory.” With the
and Latin American countries in the Unitedproved short-lived. From the mid-fiftieshelp of satellite equipment, Shelepin re-
Nations and “to promote disorganization ofonward Khrushchev’s policies of reducingported, from a height of 200-300 km it would
the American voting machine in the structhe KGB empire and curbing its operativeshe possible efficiently to photograph stretches
tures ofthe UN.” There were even attemptprivileges produced a new spate of treasoaf the Earth of 50-90 km in width and 150,000
to sidetrack tariff talks among Western counThe response was ruthless: a new head of ke in length?®
tries and “to use financial difficulties of the First Main Directorate (PGU), Alexander In other words, the KGB alerted the
United States for strengthening of mistrusGakharovsky, reportedly took draconiarsoviet leaders in a timely fashion to the
in the dollar.” measures to root out a plague of “defectingoming intelligence revolution.
On the KGB's list of targets in the he personally pushed for operations designéhrushchev’s reaction to the downing of an
propaganda warfare campaign were all theo eliminate post-Stalin “traitors” AleksandrAmerican U-2 seven months later, in May
predictable suspects: U.S.-led regional alliOrlov, Vladimir Petrov, and Piotr Deriabin 1960, was, therefore, anything but surprise.
ances (NATO, SEATO, and CENTO) andwho had fled to the West and cooperatetihe political slight, and even humiliation,
U.S. military bases abroad, all denounced asith Western counterintelligenég. (Evi- that Khrushchev saw in this affairto himself
tools for American meddling into the inter-dently all three operations failed or werend his country provoked his furious re-
nal affairs of host countries. The Commit-abandoned, since none of the three defect@mgonse. He disrupted the summit in Paris
tee also contemplated a terrorist strike atwas assassinated.) and irreparably ruined his relations with
Radio Liberty and the Soviet Studies Insti-  Until the spring of 1960, Soviet foreignEisenhowef® But in his opinion the U.S.
tute in Munich “to put out of order their intelligence had reasons to believe it had president, though he accepted responsibility
equipment and to destroy their card insound edge over its American counterpartor the intelligence flights, merely shielded
dexes.” Inside the United States this warburing 1960, Soviet operatives, togethethe real culprit: Allen Dulles. SoKhrushchev,
fare was to be spearheaded against the U.8ith “friends” from East European securityhis considerable venom concentrated on the
Information Agency (USIA), a counterpartforces, reportedly penetrated Western enalebonair socialite spymaster, evidently asked
of the KGB psychological warfare division, bassies in Eastern Europe on 52 occasior&helepin to prepare a plan to discredit the
and “the reactionary militarist group in U.S.They succeeded inillegally smuggling to th€IA chief. Three weeks after Khrushchev's
ruling circles - [Nelson] ROCKEFELLER, USSR five U.S. intelligence officers. Theyreturn from Paris, Shelepin’s plan was for-
[Lauris] NORSTAD, A. DULLES, E. [J. had a high-placed mole in the British counmally approved by the Secretariat of the
Edgar] HOOVER, as well as their allies interintelligence MI5—George Blake—an-Central Committee.
pushing an aggressive course in other coumther one in NATO headquarters in Brus- The document! printed below, offers
tries.” sels, and many lesser ones. an extraordinary window into the state of
One name on the hit list was that of  But Allen Dulles had struck back with amind and the methods of Soviet intelligence
Allen W. Dulles, experienced in the espio-newtechnological breakthrough: U-2 planeat the height of the Cold War confrontation
nage trade since the late 1930s and sin@ad then reconnaissance satellites to overflyith the United States:
1953 presiding over the Central Intelligenceand photograph the USSR. Shelepin sounded
Agency? In 1960-1961, Dulles became thethe alarm and in September 1959, duringjlandwritten note across top: “To the Secretariat

chief target of the KGB'’s vendetta. Khrushchev’s visit to the United States, h&for signatures] (round the clotkamong the
sent a memo to the Department of Defen%cr?tar'ef) [—] M. Suslov, N. Mukhitdinov, O.
The Hunt for Allen Dulles Industry of the Central Committee proposKUtsinen]

ing a program to monitor the U.S. satelliteUSSR Tob Secret
The Dulles brothers had long inspired‘Discoverer.” He proposed to obtain “di-~g . mittee of State Security

complex feelings inside the Soviet leaderfectly and by agents” the data on frequeny¥guncil of Ministers of the USSR

ship. Time and again Vyacheslav Molotowranges used by transmitters on these sateljune 1960

and then Nikita Khrushchev betrayed ardites. Ivan Serbin, head of the Department, CC CPSW®¥®

apprehension of them bordering on respectgreed that the issue was grave enough and

ful awe. Khrushcheyv, in his typical mannersent Shelepin’'s memo for consideration to  The failure of the intelligence action pre-
even engaged personally in a semi-publithe Commission on military-industrial is-pared by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
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with the plane “Lockheed U-2” caused an aggraconference about this affair; 3. Toutilize, provided our Hungarian friends
vation of existing tensions between the CIAand b) to agree with Polish friends about theagree, the American intelligence documents they
other USA intelligence services and the Federaxposure of the operational game led by thebtained inthe U.S. mission irBudapest [the
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and also provokeargans of the KGB along with the MSS PPRunderlined words were inserted by hand—ed.] to
protests by the American public and certain menjMinistry of State Security of the Polish People’scompromise the CIA and to aggravate the differ-
bers of the Congress, who are demanding inveRepublic] with a “conduit” on the payroll of ences between the CIA and other intelligence
tigation of the CIA activities. American intelligence of the Organization ofservices by publicizing some of the documents or

The Committee of state security considers ikrainian nationalists (OUN)- “Melnikovists.” by sending them to the FBI.
advisable to make use of this newly compleXo this end to bring back to Poland the Polish  Ifnecessary, the necessary documents should
situation and to carry out the following measureMSS agent “Boleslav,” planted in the course obe forged using the existing samples.
targeted at further discrediting CIA activity andthis game on the OUN “conduit,” and to arrange 4. In order to create mistrust in the USA
compromising its leader Allen DULLES: for him to speak to the press and radio abogibvernment toward the CIA and to produce an

1. In order to activate a campaign bysubversive activity by American intelligenceatmosphere of mutual suspicion within the CIA
DULLES' political and personal opponents: ~ against the USSR and PPR. To arrange, staff, to work out and implement an operation

a) to mail to them anonymous letters usingddition, for public appearances by six Americagreating the impression of the presence in the CIA
the names of CIA officials criticizing its activity intelligence agents dropped on USSR and PPsystem of KGB agents recruited from among
and the authoritarian leadership of DULLES; territory as couriers of the “conduit” in the courserank-and-file American intelligence officers, who,

b) to prepare a dossier which will contairof the game; following their recruitment, admit their guilt,
publications from the foreign press and declara- ) to suggest to the security bodies of thallegedly on the order of Soviet intelligence. To
tions of officials who criticized the CIA and GDR that they arrange public trials for the restage for this purpose a relevant conversation
DULLES personally, and to send it, using the&ently arrested agents of American intelligencwithin range of a [CIA] listening device, as well
name of one of members of the Democratic PartRAUE, KOLZENBURG, GLAND, USCH- as the loss of an address book by a Soviet intelli-
to the Fulbright Committee [the Senate CommittNGER and others. gence officer with the telephone number of a CIA
tee on Foreign Relations] which is conductingan ~ To arrange for wide coverage of the trialsbfficial; to convey specially prepared materials to
investigation into CIA activities in relation to thematerials in the media of the GDR and abroadthe adversary’s attention through channels ex-
failure of the summit; d) to disclose the operational game “Link”posed to him, etc.

c) to send to some members of Congress, that the KGB conducts with the adversary andto 5. To work out and implement measures on
the Fulbright Committee, and to the FBI speciallprganize public statements in the media aimed htowing the cover of several scientific, commer-
prepared memos from two or three officials of théoreign audiences by the agent “Maisky,” aformecial and other institutions, used by the CIA for its
State Department with attached private lettersommander of the “security service” of the Forspy activities. In particular, to carry out such
received (allegedly) from now deceased Amerigign[Zakordonnikh chasteiPUN (ZCh OUN), measures with regard to the “National Aeronau-
can diplomats, which would demonstrate ClAvho had beentransferredto Ukrainian territory itics and Space Administration” [NASA] and the

involvement in domestic decision-making, thel951 and used by us for this game. “Informational Agency” of the USA [U.S. Infor-
persecution of foreign diplomats who took an  Alongwith revelations aboutthe anti-peoplemation Agency (USIA)].
objective stand, and which also would point ouactivity of the ZCh OUN, “Maisky” will reveal 6. In order to disclose the subversive activi-

that, for narrow bureaucratic purposes, the CIAmerican and British intelligentg use of the ties of the CIA against some governments, politi-
puts deliberately false data into information fomnti-Soviet organizations of Ukrainian emigra<al parties and public figures in capitalist coun-
the State Department; tion in subversive work in the Soviet Union;  tries, and to foment mistrust toward Americans in

d) to study the possibility and, if the oppor- ) Since about ten agents of the MSS of tHée government circles of these countries, to
tunity presents itself, to prepare and dissemina@DR who “defected-in-place” to American in-carry out the following:
through appropriate channels a document helligence have accomplished their missions and @) to stage in Indonesia the loss by American
former USA Secretary of State F. DULLEScurrently there is no prospect of their being furintelligence officer PALMER, who is personally
which would make it clear that he exploited theher utilized, it should be suggested to our Gegcquainted with President SUKARNO and ex-
resources of A. DULLES as leader of the CIA tanan friends to stage their return on the basis 6fts a negative influence on him, a briefcase
fabricate compromising materials on his privatelisagreement with USA aggressive policies. Igontaining documents jointly prepared by the
and political adversaries; particular, this measure should be carried olMFA [Ministry of Foreign Affairs] of the USSR

e) to prepare, publish and disseminate abroadth the participation of our friends’ agentwhich apparently belong to the CIA station in
a satirical pamphlet on A. DULLES, using the'Edelhardt” who had been assigned by an affiliJakarta and which provide evidence of USA
American writer Albert KAHN who currently ate of American intelligence in West Berlin toplans to utilize American agents and rebel forces
stays in Moscow to write the pamphiét. gather spy information during his tourist tripto overthrow the government of SUKARNO;

2. With the aim of further exposing thearound the USSR. To organize one or two press- D) to carry out measures, with regard to the
activities of American intelligence in the eyes ofonferences on these affairs with a demonstrati@rest in February of this year in the UAR [United
the public and to create preconditions with whiclef the spy equipment he received from AmericaArab Republic] of a group of Israeli intelligence
the FBI and other USA intelligence servicedntelligence; agents, to persuade the public in the UAR and
could substantiate their opinion about the CIA’s f) to discuss with our Polish and AlbanianArab countries that American intelligence is linked
inability to conduct effective intelligence: friends the advisability of bringing to the attenio the activities of those agents and coordinatesiits

a) to fabricate the failure of an Americantion of governmental circles and of the public ofvork in the Arab East with Israeli intelligence.
agent “Fyodorov,” dropped in the Soviet Uniorthe United States the fact that the security agen-  To compromise, to this end, American intel-
by plane in 1952 and used by organs of the KGges of Poland and Albania for a number of yeadigence officers KEMP and CONNOLLY who
in an operational game with the adversary.  had been deluding American intelligence in th&/ork under cover of the UN commission observ-

To publish in the Soviet press an announceperational games “Win” and “John” and hadng the armistice in Palestine;
ment about the arrest of “Fyodorov” as an Ameriobtained millions of dollars, weapons, equip-  ¢) to prepare and implement measures to
can agent and, if necessary, to arrange a present, etc. from it. make public the fact that American intelligence
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made use of the Iranian newspapers “Fahrmagtinciples of non-partisanship on the part of thearrying out the plaff On 25 February
and “Etelliat,” specifically mentioning the namesUSA intelligence service. To demonstrate thatinge1, afterthe Kennedy Administration came
of their agents (Abbas SHAHENDEH, Jalalreality the CIA s the tool of reactionary circles ingg power in Washington, the KGB again
NEMSTOLLABIFHIP; dles in the forei tEe (F:aepubhcan Izartyblt_hat It I_gno_reshthe Senalgyrned to the operation against Dulles, an
to publish articles in the foreign presshe Congress and public opinion in the country. : ;
showing tt?e interference of Americagr,l ir?telli- c) a%out the unF}ustifiabF;y large expenditurgsElsenhOW?rhqldoverWhOforthetlme being
gence in the domestic affairs of other statesfthe CIA onits staff and its multitudinous agentgemaIned in his post. The KGB suggested
using as an example the illegal American policand about the failure of its efforts to obtain inforneasures “to foment mistrust towards the
organization in Italy, found and liquidated at themation on the military-economic potential andeadership of American intelligence on the
end of 1959, that “worked on” Italian political scientific-technical achievements of the Sovigpart of the Kennedy administration and the
parties under the direction of one of the diploUnion; intelligence services of the allies.” Among
mats at the American embassy; d) about the unprecedented fact that thgther things, the KGB intended “to create

e) to prepare and publicize a document bamerican embassy in Budapest is hosting Card&mong Americans an opinion that documen-
an American intelligence officer in Japan Robemal MINDSZENTY, furnishing evidence that thetary information leaks directly from the staff
EMMENSE in the form of a report to the USA Americans are flouting the sovereign rights of th f the CIA It also plotted “to arrange
ambassador [to Japan Douglas] MACARTHURHungarian People’s Republic and demonstratin 3 ,

[1I]into which information will be inserted about the sloppy work of American intelligence tha rough a ‘double Fhannel’ knowp to the
a decision allegedly taken by American intelli-damages American prestige in the eyes of worRidversary, atransmittal from Washington of
gence to relocate “Lockheed U-2” planes tempgsublic opinion3? a real classified instruction signed by
rarily to Japan, and then, in secrecy from the e)aboutthe CIA’s flawed methods of prepaDULLES and obtained by the KGB.” Also
Japanese government, to return them to their olthg spy cadres in the [training] schools at Foproposed were measures “aimed at discred-
bases. Jersey (South Carolina) and in Monterey (Califor,ﬁng the activities of American intelligence

7. Towork outmeasures which, uponimplenia). To draw special attention to futility of effortsgjrected at the removal from the political
ment?ftlon, would d:amonstrate the Iallurelct))f thdayI th; CIA alr;d by DUE_LES pﬁ]rsonﬁlly to build a3rena of politicians and governments, in
ClA efforts to actively on a concrete factual basiseliable intelligence [network] with emigrants . : . ’
use various émigré)(l:enters for subversive workom the USSgR and the countries of pgeople’g"m'cl“'Iar in India and ;I;urkey, who are not
against countries in the socialist camp. democracies. To presentalistof names ofAmer‘{‘-’elCorned by the USA'_

In particular, using the example of the antican intelligence officers and agents who have It would be tempting to try to track
Soviet organization “The Union of the Strugglerefused to work for DULLES on political, moral down all the “incidents” produced by this
for the Liberation of the Peoples of Russia’and other grounds; elaborate planning. It is obvious, however,
(SBONR), to discredit in the eyes of American  f) about utilization by the CIA leadership ofthat the Kennedy administration was look-
taxpayers the activities of American intelligencesenior officials from the State Department, ining for a pretext to replace the old cold
in funding émigré organizations. To bring tocluding ambassadors, for subversive and inteljyrrior atop the CIA, and one presented
light, along W|It|h otherdmeasures, real ofr forgedence operations th?t cause grer?t harm tcl) U elf after the April 1961 failure of the CIA-
American intelligence documents on its financeprestige. In particular, to cite the example of _. - . .
and guidance of subversive activities of th®ULLES' use of American ambassador [to Soutfy 0 o0 cxPedition against the Castro regime
SBONR. Korea Walter P.] MCCONAUGHY in subversive at the Bay of Pigs. SOVIeF |nteII|gen9e had

8. With the means available of the KGB toplans in Cambodia and then in South Korea; known about the preparation a,nd eVId.eme
promote inquiries in the parliaments of England,  g) about the activities of American intelli- Castro’s border troops were all in readiness,
France and other countries of their governmentgence in West Berlin in covering officers of Westipped off by Moscow (andhe New York
about their attitude to the hostile actions of USAserman intelligence services with documents ofimes for that matter) and ready to teach
intelligence intended to aggravate internationghmerican citizens. Americans a bloody lesson. Broadly speak-
tension. . o 11. To approach the state security leadershjag, the KGB in this case won a considerable

) I?-JO all;rlangedeblll'(t:' aﬁﬂ?afame?g]y dst"]tn countries of people’s democracy requestingictory over its overseas enemy. In late
guished public and political figures ot the Easthat they use available means to discredit the ClI ; .
and Westwith appropriate declarations denoungnd to compromise A. DULLES. t?r(eerr);eer:tb(\?\/rhilcghfsvl\/ealtj::?tz :#gc?tutnwc;eri:rﬁhrse

ing the aggressive activity of American intelli- Asking for your agreement to aforemen-

gence. tioned measures, later. o
10. To prepare and publish in the bourgeois But the battle between the two intelli-

press, through available means, a number of CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE gence giants continued, and between April

articles on the activities of the CIA and its leaders 1961 and October 1962 Soviet intelligence

on the following questions: [signature] (A. Shelepin) suffered terrible blows from internal trea-
a) abouthow A. DULLES used his position son: senior GRU officer Oleg Penkovsky

to promote his own enrichment. In particular, to served a precious 18 months as a source for
demonstrate that DULLES gets big bribes from

! ! _ ; The signatures of Mikhail Suslov,the Western intelligence community. In
T Ao " ki Moy, and ORo K iy 1961, KG offcr Yt Logno be-
indicate that the source of this information is th&"OWed that the responsible members of tkame an agent for U.S. intelligence. In
wife of a vice-president of “Lockheed” corpora-Secretariat had approved the document—Becember 1961, Anatoly Golitsyn defected
tion and well-known American pilot Jacquelineprocess that could not have taken place witfrom Helsinki. In June 1962, Yuri Nosenko,
COCHRAN, who allegedly leaked it in Franceout Khrushchev's assent as well. On 3 Nateputy head of the KGB Second Chief Di-
on her way to the USSR in 1959; vember 1960, Shelepin reported to the Cerectorate, internal security and counterintel-

b) about the CIA’s violation of traditional tral Committee on the KGB'’s progress inigence, began passing classified Soviet docu-
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ments to the CIA (and in February 1964 hehe weakening of Stalinist fundamentalismmate descriptions of the Paris talks, well
too, would defect). The scale tilted abruptlyn the East, strained loyalty to and belief irmhead of its rival, the GRU. The intelligence

in the CIA’s favor. the regime and system, and in some casemterials correctly noted that, in contrast to
pushed individuals to switch sides. the West Germans, U.S. Secretary of State
The Crisis in Berlin...and in the KGB The KGB’s foreign intelligence and Dean Rusk supported talks with the Soviet

other divisions were heavily involved inUnion aimed at preservation of tlstatus

The disastrous wave of betrayal angarious ways in the Berlin Crisis. Theyquo ante However, the KGB and GRU
defections inthe KGB occurred at a momeriested the temperature of U.S. and NAT@varned that pressure in the alliance was
of maximum international tension betweemeactions to Khrushchev’s threat to sign &rcing the Americans to consider economic
the Moscow and the West, marked by theeparate treaty with the German Democrat&anctions against the GDR and other social-
Berlin and the Cuban crises. This was nd®epublic whichwould give the GDR controlist countries, as well as to accelerate plans
simply a coincidence. In the cases of sonmwver Western access routes to West Berlifor conventional and nuclear armament of
double-agents and defectors, among the®ne scoop came when Khrushchev deciddédeir West European allies, including the
Penkovsky and Nosenko, psychological ani let the East German communists close thWest German Bundeswefir.
ideological, not material motives, prevailedsectorial border between the East and West Another line of KGB involvement in
As Khrushchev raised the ante, bluffingBerlin, a decision resulting in the infamoughe crisis concerned strategic deception. On
against Washington, some informed mem#all. On 4-7 August 1961, the foreign29 July 1961, KGB chief Shelepin sent a
bers of the Soviet post-Stalin elites felt acutelgninisters of four Western countries (thememorandum to Khrushchev containing a
uncomfortable. Khrushchev seemed unprédnited States, Great Britain, France anthind-boggling array of proposals to create
dictable, mercurial, reckless, and just plaifVest Germany) held secret consultations ffa situation in various areas of the world
dangerous—not only to the West but tdParis. The only question on the agenda washich would favor dispersion of attention
those Soviets growing accustomed to peackew to react to the Soviet provocations imnd forces by the USA and their satellites,
ful coexistence and the relative luxuries iBerlin? In the course of these meetingand would tie them down during the settle-
allowed for the chosen members of th&/estern representatives expressed an ument of the question of a German peace
nomenklatura The seemingly permanentderstanding of the defensive nature of Sovi¢teaty and West Berlin.” The multifaceted
state of nerve-wracking crisis, coincidingcampaign in Germany, and unwillingness tdeception campaign, Shelepin claimed,
with a drastic expansion of cultural andisk a war® In less than three weeks thevould “show to the ruling circles of Western
human contacts across the Iron Curtain arkiGB laid on Khrushchev’s desk quite accupowers that unleashing a military conflict

©E.C. Publications, Inc., 1961, 1989. Artist and writer: Antonio Prohias. SPY vs SPY is a registered trademark. TM and © E.C. Publications, Inc., 1994. Used with permission from MAD Magazine.
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over West Berlin can lead to the loss of theimgreement “with Chinese, Korean, and Vieterganization and the military the task of
position not only in Europe, but also in anamese friends about demonstration of milmaking the West believe that the Soviets
number of countries of Latin America, Asiatary preparations in those areas.” were absolutely prepared to launch an attack
and Africa.®® Khrushchev sentthe memo  Next came the bubbling cauldron of thén retaliation for Western armed provoca-
with his approval to his deputy Frol Kozfv Middle East. Shelepin planned “to causé@ons over West Berlin. The disinformation
and on August 1 it was, with minor revi-uncertainty in governmentcircles of the USApackage included the following tasks:
sions, passed as a Central Committee direEngland, Turkey, and Iran about the stability

tive. The KGB and the Ministry of Defenseof their positions in the Middle and Near — to convince the Westthat Sovietland
were instructed to work out more “specificEast.” He offered to use old KGB connec- forces were now armed with new types
measures and present them for considdiens with the chairman of Democratic party of tanks “equipped with tactical nuclear
ation by the CC CPSUY of Kurdistan, Mulla Mustafa Barzani, “to weapons”;

The first part of the deception plan mustctivate the movement of the Kurdish popu- — to create a conviction among the
have pleased Khrushchev, who in Januatgtion of Iraq, Iran, and Turkey for creation enemy “about a considerable increase
1961 had pledged, before the communistsf an independent Kurdistan that would in- of readiness of Rocket Forces and of the
of the whole world, to assist “movements o€lude the provinces of aforementioned coun- increased number of launching pads—
national liberation.” Shelepin advocatedries.” Barzani was to be provided with produced by the supply of solid liquid
measures “to activate by the means avaihecessary aid in arms and moffeyGiven ballistic missiles of medium range and
able to the KGB armed uprisings againgpropitious developments,” noted Shelepin by the transfer from stationary positions
pro-Western reactionary governments.” Thith foresight, “it would become advisable to mobile launching positions on high-
destabilizing activities started in Nicaragudo express the solidarity of Soviet people ways and railroads which secure high
where the KGB plotted an armed mutinywith this movement of the Kurds.” maneuverability and survivability”;
through an “Internal revolutionary front of “The movement for the creation of — to spread a false story about the
resistance” in coordination with Castro’sKurdistan,” he predicted, “will evoke seri- considerable increase in the number of
Cubans and with the “Revolutionary Fronbus concern among Western powers and firstnuclear submarines with solid-fuel “Po-
Sandino.” Shelepin proposed to “makef all in England regarding [their access to] laris” missiles;
appropriations from KGB funds in additionoil in Irag and Iran, and in the United States — to bring to Western attention “infor-
to the previous assistance 10,000 Americaregarding its military bases in Turkey. All mation about the strengthening of anti-
dollars for purchase of arms.” Shelepirthat will create also difficulties for [Iragi aircraft defense”;
planned also the instigation of an “armedPrime Minister Gen. Abdul Karim] KASSIM  — to disorient the enemy regarding the
uprising” in El Salvador, and a rebellion inwho has begun to conduct a pro-Western availability in the Soviet Air Forces of
Guatemala, where guerrilla forces would bpolicy, especially in recent timé?” “new types of combat-tactical aircraft
given $15,000 to buy weapons. The second component of the Shelepin with ‘air-to-air’ and ‘air-to-ground’ mis-

The campaign extended to Africa, togrand plan was directed against NATO in- siles with a large operational randg#.”
the colonial and semi-colonial possessiomnstallations in Western Europe and aimed “to
of the British and the Portuguese. The KGBreate doubts in the ruling circles of Western It is not clear when Shelepin learned
promised to help organize anti-colonial maggowers regarding the effectiveness of miliabout Khrushchev's decision to close the
uprisings of the African population in Brit- tary bases located on the territory of the FR&ectoral border between East and West Ber-
ish Kenya and Rhodesia and Portuguesend other NATO countries, as well as in thén, but the Wall went up just two weeks after
Guinea, by arming rebels and training milireliability of their personnel.” To provoke his letter. It seems that the Wall took some
tary cadres. the local population against foreign base$eat off the problem. But in October-No-

Nor did Shelepin forget the Far EastShelepin contemplated working with thevember 1961, the KGB and the military
An ardent supporter of Sino-Soviet reconGDR and Czechoslovakia secret services teadership evidently still believed that the
ciliation, he played this “Chinese card” oncecarry out “active measures...to demoralizeSigning of a separate peace treaty with the
again. He suggested “to bring to attention afilitary servicemen in the FRG (by agentsiGDR was possible and designed its “distrac-
the USA through KGB information chan-leaflets, and brochures), and even terroriibn” measures anticipating that this treaty
nels information about existing agreemerattacks on depot and logistics stations iwould be a source of serious tension with the
among the USSR, the PRC [People’s R&/est Germany and Frante. West. Indeed, sharp tension did arise in late
public of China], the KPDR [Korean One of the more imaginative strands i©ctober when U.S. tanks confronted two
People’'s Democratic Republic; North Ko-the web of Soviet strategic deception corSoviet tank platoons in Berlin near Check-
rea] and the DRV [Democratic Republic ofcerned the number and even existence of ngwint Charlie.

Vietnam; North Vietnam] about joint mili- types of arms and missiles. Along with the  On November 10, Soviet Defense Min-
tary actions to liberate South Korea, SouttBeneral Staff, the KGB long practiced aster Rodion Malinovsky and KGB Deputy
Vietnam, and Taiwan in case of the eruptiodubious combination of super-secrecy an@hief Peter lvashutin asked the Central Com-
of armed conflict in Germany.” The Sovietbluffing, thereby producing a series of panmittee Secretariat to approve, in addition to
General Staff, proposed Shelepin, togethdéeky assessments in the West about a “bombtie crisis contingency planning by the mili-
with the KGB, “should work out the rel- gap” and then a “missile gap.” This timeary forces, deceptive steps “directed at pro-
evant disinformation materials” and reactShelepin asked Khrushchev to assign to hékicing in the adversary’s mind a profound
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conviction that the Soviet Union firmly in- this disinformation;a strategic bomber with hunt” than for real KGB agents.

tends to use force in response to militarpuclear engines and unlimited range has Itis ironic that KGB leadership had no
provocations of Western powers and has heen designed?® premonition about this at all. There is,
its disposal all necessary combat means.” Even now, reading those documentsdeed, newly available evidence about how
The KGB took upon itself the task “to in-gives one chills down the spine. Determinepainful Golitsyn’s defection was to the KGB.
form Western intelligence through unoffi-to deal with their opponent from a positiorOn 28 July 1962, a new KGB chief, Vladimir
cial channels that the Soviet Union has takesf strength, and possessing the intoxicatin§emichastny, wrote to Shelepin, now pro-
necessary measures to strengthen its troogapacity to hide or invent information, tomoted to the Party Secretariat:

in the GDR and to arm them with moredeceive and to bluff, Kremlin leaders went

modern tactical missiles, newer tanks, antbo far, to the very brink where the fine line  According to reliable evidence Ameri-
other armaments sufficient for the delivenpetween deterring an attack and preparingcan intelligence is preparing a broad
of a quick and crushing response strike oior one blurred altogether. To make matters campaign of provocation against the
the adversary.” worse, Khrushchev often held his cards so Soviet Union that will involve a traitor

Through the same channels KGB in€lose to his chest that even his closest subor-of Motherland GOLITSYN and other
tended “to increase the adversary’s belief idinates could not guess his true intentions. traitors, along with double-agents and
the high maneuverability and mobility ofinside the KGB there were many levels of provocateurs.

Soviet armed forces and their readiness, knowledge, to be sure, but it seems, for

case the West unleashes an armed conflictimstance, that the famotBolshakov chan- “The Americans count on this provocation,”
Germany, to move within a minimal time upnel” and the sensitive information that passecbntinued Semichastny while ignoring the
tothe battle lines of the European theater. Talong it to the Kennedy administration durirony of his words;to dispel to some extent
convey as a proof thereof that this summeing the Berlin crisis were sometimes nothe impression among the public that the
during the exercises in the Near-Carpathiamported even to the KGB’s highest hierarJSAis an organizer of world espionage, and
and other military districts, some divisionschy, only to the CPSU General Secretdry.to demonstrate that the Soviet Union is con-
demonstrated an average speed of advance- Nowonder thata great number of junioducting active intelligence work in all coun-
ment of about 110-130 km per day.” and senior officials in the Soviet militarytries.”

Along the lines of Shelepin’s proposaland intelligence elites were scared to death. The Committee proposétheasures to
the KGB’s military-industrial consultants Some of them were convinced thatiscredit GOLITSYN” in the eyes of his
suggested other disinformation steps. Pekhrushchev was crazy and had become GlA debriefers by implicating himin afelony.
haps echoing Khrushchev's boast that higctim of his own“hare-brained schemes.”According to the plan, the newspafewviet
missiles could “hit a fly in the sky,” the This scare still waits to be described by &ussiavas to publish an article about a trial
Committee proposed to conveyto U.S. intekereative quill. But one of its most tangiblethat allegedly had been held in Leningrad on
ligence the information that during its recentraces was a stream of well-positioned dex case of hard currency smuggling. The
series of atomic tests—in Sept.-Oct. 1961-fectors. KGB would“let Americans know, without
the Soviet Union successfully “tested a su-  In his June 1960 plan to discredit Allermentioning GOLITSYN'’s name, that this
perpowerful thermonuclear warhead, alon@ulles and the CIA, quoted earlier, Shelepiarticle has something to so with him.” In
with a system of detecting and eliminatindhad envisioned fostering “an atmosphere afase Golitsyn came ufwith slanderous
the adversary’s missiles in the air.” mutual suspicion within the CIA staff” by declarations,” the KGB planned to arrange

The KGB laboratories fabricate@vi- fostering fears of KGB penetration withinmore publications about his invented crimi-
dence” for U.S. intelligence abduhe solu- the agency. In fact, as Shelepin hoped,ral background and to demand, after that,
tion in the Soviet Union of the problem ofparanoid “mole-hunt” in the Western intelli-from the U.S. government through official
constructing simple but powerful and usergence community did occur, but apparentlghannels theextradition of GOLITSYN as
convenient atomic engines for submarineas a by-product of authentic defections frora criminal.”
which allow in the short run increasing conSoviet intelligence rather than because of As alast resort, Semichastny asked for
siderably the number of atomic submarineShelepin’s deliberate deception campaigiParty sanctiofito carry out an operation on
up to fifteen.” (The ever-vigilant ShelepinMajor Anatoliy Golitsyn became a pivotalhis [GOLITSYN’'S] removal.*®
deleted the number from the text—the sufigure in this regard. He was the least in-
per-secretive Soviets excised numbers evéormed of the new crop of KGB defectorsScorpions in a bottle
in disinformation!) but the echoes of Shelepin’s grandiose plans

Finally, the KGB received instructionsreached his ear. It has been argued, with Glasnoston Soviet intelligence activi-
“to promote a legend about the invention isome justification, that the harm that thisies has yetto reach the level achieved by the
the Soviet Union of an aircraft with a closestocky Ukrainian defector caused to careesmerican side during the congressional hear-
circuited nuclear engine and its successfaind environmentin the CIA could have beeimgs of the Church and Pike committees in
flight tests which demonstrated the engine’done only by a Soviet double-agent. Théhe mid-1970s. But the documents found
high technical capacities and its safety ialliance between Golitsyn and CIA counterrecently in the CC CPSU archives do shed
exploitation.” “On the basis of the M-50 intelligence chief James Angleton was ineonsiderable light on KGB operations and
‘Myasischev’ aircraft, with consideration of deed more ruinous for American operativeidicate, without mincing words, how ambi-
the results of those flight tests,” according tavho fell under suspicion in the frantimole-  tious, various and extensive were KGB ac-
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tivities, especially against tf@aumber one thereby contributed to stability and predictKryuchkov’s homilies for vigilance—had
enemy,” the United States. There is littl@bility in a dangerously polarized world.been, indeed, a matter of pride for the CIA
doubt that almost any document on the S&ome intelligence efforts that were genusince the 1970s and can now, to a very
viet side has its U.S. counterpart in Langleinely devoted to reconnaissance, and réimited extent, even be documented from
still hidden from public view® The process duced fears of a surprise attack, may well.S. government sourcé.

of mutual emulation started after the defediave done so. But the paranoia, even when it fed on
tion of Soviet cypher clerk Igor Gouzenkoin ~ But the games of deceptionrealities, remained for the most part a self-
Ottawa, Canada, in the summer of 1944&lisinformation, and distraction designed byleception. The KGB’s methods and pro-
Ever since then the American intelligencéghe KGB masterminds had a deleteriouslivity for Jesuitical twists of imagination
agencies and the FBI, seconded by Sovieffect on global stability. They certainlydistorted the minds of Kryuchkov and many
defectors, argued that they needed mowo®ntributed to the perception in Washingtoothers. While the whole atmosphere of the
discretionary resources and rights to matchad expansive Soviet ambitions. In som&old War existed, this mind-frame was con-
well-prepared and ruthless enemy. cases they even exacerbated the dangertafious and spread like cancer.

The KGB documents prove that thearmed conflict. And the elaborate plotsto  There was always a sound and prag-
enemy was, indeed, ingenious, resourcefidpw the seeds of mistrust between the U.8atic side to intelligence: the collection and
and prepared to go very far. The emphadisadership and intelligence agencies wamnalysis ofinformation. There were failures
on disinformation and on the use of varioudictated by anything but a clear compreherand errors in this work, but, in general, the
groups and movements in the “third world’sion of how dangerous this kind of conrecord shows considerable accuracy and con-
had, of course, been a direct continuation epiracy had become in the nuclear age. sistent objectivity, at least as far as the spe-
the OGPU-NKVD tradition in the 1920s- The legacy of the covert activities un-<ific actions and motives were concerned.
1940s>* Back then, the Soviet intelligencedertaken by the KGB and CIA at this keyBut the darker side of intelligence activity,
leaned extensively on the networks of thgincture of the Cold War was ambiguouslinked to the Cold War mentality and ac-
Cominternand other individuals sympathetibesides the function of obtaining and relaytions, always co-existed with the former,
to the Soviet “experiment.” This networking objective information to their respectivesometimes casting a long shadow. The re-
suffered from blows and defections as Beaderships, the two rival intelligence orgasources spent on intelligence operations re-
result of Khrushchev's de-Stalinization camnizations behaved, to borrow Oppenheimeristed to psychological warfare and decep-
paign and its spectacular unveiling at thelassic description of the nuclear predicaion had a dynamic of diminishing returns:
February 1956 CPSU Twentieth Party Comment, like two scorpions in a bottle, prethe disruption caused by theminthe enemy’s
gress. But the collapse of colonial empiregared to sting each other until death. camp rarely justified the money and efforts
and the surge of radicalism and nationalism  The fact that the Cold War in the 1970spent on them.
in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the and the late 1980s looked more like a “long
Middle East was a bonanza for Soviet intelpeace” appeared to have limited impact oh [Ed. note: Itis rlear that the United.StaIeIS enjoyed
ligence, bent on expanding their contacts ithe mentallty of intelligence officials in omn{lsﬂzir"i’hrgeﬂ?sﬁuQtert'ﬁé'tﬁﬁﬂftéitfﬁécgﬂfoiaerrvﬁegaepz
those parts of the world. Washington and Moscot. By then, the ¢ nan wmissile Crisis, but the precise ratio of deliver-

The KGB, no doubt, fulfilled orders KGB’s First Directorate concentrated everple nuclear weapons has not been definitely ascer-
fromthe top. Khrushchev’s support of “wargnore on technical-scientific espionagetgined. Several accounts have used aratio of 17-1, e.g.,
of national liberation” was a big step towardvhich reflected, on the one hand, a longePert S- McNamaralundering into Disaster: Sur-

L . . . . L . . .-viving the First Century of the Nuclear A@éew York:
the globalization of Soviet foreign policy,standing symbiosis between the Soviet insnineon, 1986), 44-45. A recent accounting of U.S.
and therefore of the Cold War. It is cleatelligence services and the military-indusand Soviet nuclear arsenals during the Cold War, based
from the KGB documents, however, thatrial nexus, and, on the other, a distancinig part on statistics recently declassified by the U.S.
even at that time of escalating covert supefrom “cloak and dagger” covert activities.2epartmentof Energy, implied a ratio of closer to nine-

. . . L . to-one at the time. It showed that in 1962 the United
power rivalry in the Third World, the Krem- Vladimir Kryuchkov, later a KGB chief and giates had a total stockpile of 27,100 warheads, includ-
lin leadership retained cleRealpolitikpri-  conspirator inthe August 1991 hardline coupg 3,451 mounted on strategic delivery vehicles, and
orities: with the exception of those posted iattempt, was to a large extent a product ¢ffe USSR possessed a total stockpile of 3,100 war-

At ; ; ; ; ializatinn i ; oy ; heads, including 481 strategic weapons. (Robert S.
Cuba, Soviet intelligence agents in Thirdhis specialization in scientific-technical Sy orris and William M. Arkin. “Nuclear Notebook:

World cquntrie; were used by the Sovigpionage. _ _ Estimated U.S. and Soviet/Russian Nuclear Stockpiles,
leadership and its external arm, the KGB’s  The paranoia of Kryuchkov, who to this1945-94,"The Bulletin of the Atomic Scienti€i8:6
First Directorate, as pawns in a geostrategaay believes that the West was nurturing @ov-Dec. 1994), 58-59.) However, the table did not
game centered firmly on Berlin. “fifth column” to demoralize and subvert;ﬁl‘iigﬂ'ﬁﬁ:;‘::fi;}l;tt:i‘t;?;‘;ﬁ:;"(’féé‘,(ﬂesr;';fj'S i‘é‘;::_s
Yet, the KGB had its own distinctive Soviet society, as well as that of his ClAj,e_jaunched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), which
impact on the Cold War. The documentsounterpart Angleton, was underpinned anglerwhelmingly favored the United States.]
presented in this article challenge the myttsubstantiated” by the shady games angdl See Tom MangoldCold Warrior: James Jesus
that KGB officials (and some Americancounter-games in which the twointelligencé.”g'eto”' The CIA's Master Spy Hunt@ew York:

. . . mon and Schuster, 1991), and David Wige|e-
counterparts as well) like to promulgate: thagervices had engaged all during the Colg,,nt: How the Search for a Phantom Traitor Shattered
the intelligence services of both sides, bWar. The alleged existence of Americafhe CIA (New York: Random House, 1992; Avon,
increasing “transparency” about theagents of influence” inside Soviet societyl994).

o ; i . See Oleg Kalugin with Fen Montaigrighe First
vernment—a Kk n o% . , .
adversary’s intentions and capabilitiesand even gove ent—a key tenet rectorate: My 32 Years in Intelligence and Espio-
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nage Against the We@tlew York: St. Martin’s Press, TsKhSD, Fond 4, opis 13, delo 85, I. 133. The originakholodnaya Voina” [“The Mentality of Soviet Society

1994); Leonid ShebarshiRuka MoskvjArm of Mos- directive was not located. and the Cold War”"]Qtechestvennaya Istorj&ather-

cow (Moscow: Center-100, 1992), and Zhizni 12. KGB to CC CPSU, 10 March 1961, cited above.land History} 6 (Nov.-Dec. 1993), 70-71.

Nachalnika RazvedKiFrom the Life of the Head of 13. Ibid., Il. 136-137. 28. That formula meant that the decision was already
Intelligencé (Moscow: International Relations, 1994);14. MangoldCold Warrior, 107 ff. taken at the top and an agreement of the rest of the
and Vadim Kirpichenkdz arkhiva razvedchikffrom 15. KGB to CC CPSU, 10 March 1961, cited above, ICentral Committee Secretaries was just a mere formal-
the Archive of an intelligence offidgMoscow: Inter- 140. ity. In other cases, when no clear consensus existed or
national Relations, 1993). 16. KGB to Khrushchev, “Report for 1960,” 14 Febru-a leader was not sure himself, he put it to a vote of the
4. The author encountered the KGB documents usediity 1961, St. 179/42c, TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 74&0litburo or the Secretariat.

this article while conducting research in Moscow in laté.149. 29. Mikhail Suslov, Nikolai Mukhitdinov, and Otto

1992, for a book on Soviet leaders and the Cold War,1d. KGB to CC CPSU, 10 March 1961, in St.-199/10cKuusinen were three full members (Secretaries) of the
the Center for the Storage of Contemporary Documed-October, TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 85, 1.137. CC CPSU Secretariat.
tation (known by its Russian acronym, TsKhSD, fot8. Ibid. 30. This document was sent by the KGB to the Secre-
Tsentr Khraneniya Sovremennoi Dokumentgtéii- 19. Ibid. tariat, the technical body of the Central Committee of
cated at IlI'inka 12 in Staraya Ploschad’ (Old Square)0. See Christopher Andrew and Oleg Gordievskythe CPSU, which usually dealt with more routine issues
This is the archive containing the post-1952 records KGB: The Inside Story of Its Foreign Operations fronthan the Politburo.
the CPSU Central Committee. The author was also la&nin to GorbacheNew York: Harper Perennial, 31. [Ed. note: This evidently refers to the American
the time, researching the 1960-62 period for his papE991), 440. writer Albert E. Kahn (1912-1979), a journalist and
on U.S.-Soviet crises for the Conference on New Ev21. The above two paragraphs are based on KGB to @G@thor sympathetic to socialism who had been black-
dence on Cold War History organized by the Cold W&PSU, 10 March 1961, in St.-199/10c, 3 October 1961isted during the McCarthy era and who (after recover-
International History Project and held in Moscow ifsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 85, Il. 138-139. [Ed. noteing his passport, which the government had taken from
January 1993 in cooperation with TsKhSD and théelson Rockefeller, a member of the country’s wealthihim for several years) spent the first half of 1960 in
Russian Academy of Sciences’ Institute of Universaist families, Governor of New York State, and briefly aMoscow working on a book on the Bolshoi ballerina
History. At that conference, some of the KGB docwsandidate for the Republican presidential nomination iGalina Ulanova (subsequently publishe®ays With
ments cited in this article were described in a pap&960, had been a Special Assistant to Eisenhower dianova(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1962). Con-
(“The Mentality of Soviet Society and the Cold War")Cold War psychological warfare strategy; Gen. Laurisacted by CWIHP in Helena, Montana, where he is the
by Russian historian Vitaly S. Lelchuk (Institute ofNorstad was the Supreme Allied Commander, Europgtate director of the Montana Nature Conservancy,
Russian History, Russian Academy of Sciences), spa(6ACEUR); A. Dulles headed the CIA and J. EdgaKahn’s son Brian Kahn stated that to his knowledge his
ing a general discussion of the intelligence servicetéoover was FBI director.] father was never approached to write a publication
role in the Kremlin's handling of the U-2 affair. 22. [Ed. note: On the career of Allen W. Dulles, see thediculing Allen W. Dulles and never did so; and that,
Although the KGB archives for this period reprofile in H.W. BrandsCold Warriors: Eisenhower’s while sympathetic to socialism and the USSR, he would
main closed to scholars, with the limited exception of &Beneration and American Foreign Polifjlew York:  not have written anything at the direction of Soviet
arrangement with Crown Publishers to publish a seri€olumbia University Press, 1988), 48-68; the new biogntelligence. “[My father] would write a pamphlet on a
of books on selected topics, scholars have been ableaphy by Peter Gros&entleman Spy: The Life of Allen political issue that he believed in; but he wouldn’t do it
conduct research on an increasingly regular basis in elles (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1994) and a forth- atthe request of anybody,” said Brian Kahn. “He would
archives of the CPSU CC (TskhSD and the Russiaoming biography by James L. Srodes; and a fivesever do it if he were aware that he was being manipu-
Center for the Storage and Study of Recent Documentdume internal CIA history of his tenure as Director ofated; that he would offend his sense of integrity as a
(RTsKhIDNI)), the Russian Foreign Ministry (MID) Central Intelligence: Wayne G. Jacksdtlen Welsh writer.” Brian Kahn said his father once met in the
archives, and the State Archive of the Russian FedeRulles As Director of Central Intelligence, 26 FebruaryKremlin with Nikita Khrushchev and proposed col-
tion (GARF). Moreover, the promulgation of several953 - 29 November 196declassified with deletions in laborating with him on an autobiography, but that the
Russian laws and regulations mandating a 30-year-rdl@94, copy available from the CIA History Office andSoviet leader did not pursue the idea, which Kahn later
for most archival files, including Politouro recordspn file at the National Security Archive, Washingtonjmplemented with Pablo Casaldogs and Sorrows
inspires hope that a more thorough analysis &f.C.] (Simon & Schuster, 1970)). Albert Kahn also authored,
Khrushchev’s foreign and intelligence policies is be23. Oleg Kalugin, “Vozhdi Razvedki” [“Chiefs of among other bookSabotage! The Secret War Against
coming possible. For details on the Russian archivakelligence”], Moscow New® (10 January 1993), 9; America(Little, Brown, 1942), an expose of pro-fascist
scene, see Mark Kramer, “Archival Research in Mosee also KaluginThe First Directorate93-98. [Ed. activities in the United StateShe Great Conspiracy:
cow: Progress and PitfallsCold War International note: Orlov defected from the NKVD in 1938 and inThe Secret War Against the Soviet Urfldtile, Brown,
History Project Bulletind (Fall 1993), 1, 18-39. For 1954 published an exposé that undoubtedly infuriatet®46), an account of Western actions against the USSR
more on the KGB archives, see the report by Arsehoscow: The Secret History of Stalin’s Crim@ison-  highly sympathetic to Moscowigh Treason(Lear,
Roginski and Nikita Okhotin, circulated in 1992 andlon: Jarrolds, 1954). Petrov and Deriabin both defectéd®50);Smetana and the Beet{@andom House, 1967),
slated for publication as a CWIHP Working Papein 1954. Andrew and GordievskitGB: The Inside a satirical pamphlet about Stalin’s daughter, Svetlana
Amy Knight, “The Fate of the KGB ArchivesSlavic Story, 164, 427, 675 n. 9.] Alliluyeva; andThe Matusow Affai(Moyer Bell Ltd.,
Reviews2:3 (Fall 1993), 582-6; and Yevgenia Albats24. Shelepin (KGB) to CC CPSU, 26 September 19594987), a posthumously-published account of a
The State Within a State: The KGB and Its Hold cand Serbin to Commission on Military-industrial issuesMcCarthy-era case.]
Russia—Past, Present and FutiNew York: Farrar, 6 October 1959, bothin St. 122/7, 14 October 1959, for8P. The KGB in this case wanted to kill two birds with

Straus Giroux, 1994). 4, opis 13, delo 57, Il. 56-62. one stone. Fears that Americans could influence a
5. KGB to Nikita Khrushchev, “Report for 1960,” 1425. Shelepin to CC CPSU, 26 September 1959, in ibidthird world” communist leader were pervasive and not
February 1961, in CC CPSU Secretariat's “specill 60-61. without foundation. In 1979 similar fears about

dossier” psobaya papHKa hereafter abbreviated as26. See Michael R. Beschloddayday: Eisenhower, Hafizullah Amin, leader of the Afghan “revolution,”
“St.”, protocol no. 179/42c, 21 March 1961, TsKkhSDKhrushchev, and the U-2 Affa{iNew York: Harper, probably helped convince Politouro member Yuri

fond 4, opis 13, delo 74, Il. [pages] 144-58. 1986). Andropov, former KGB chief, of the necessity of Soviet
6. Ibid., 1.147. 27. Shelepin to CC CPSU, 7 June 1960, TsKhSD, formiilitary intervention to “save” this country.

7. lbid. 4, opis 13, delo 65, Il. 12-37 in Special Dossier of th83. Jozsef Cardinal Mindszenty, the Roman Catholic
8. Ibid., I. 154. Secretariat of the Central Committee 153/30c fronfPrimate, was arrested by the Hungarian communist

9. KGB to CC CPSU, 10 March 1961, in St.-199/104,4.V1.60 (14 June 1960). The 7 June 1960 KGBegime in 194&nd sentenced to life imprisonment on
3 October 1961, TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 85, llocument’s existence first became public knowledge itieason and currency charges in 1949 (reduced to house

133-142, esp. 141-142. January 1993 when it was described by Russian histarrest in 1955). During the Hungarian October revolu-
10. KGB to Khrushchev, “Report for 1960,” 14 Februrian Vitaly S. Lelchuk to the CWIHP Conference ontion of 1956 he was freed, but, after the Soviet interven-
ary 1961, cited above. New Evidence on Cold War History; the document wation, the U.S. embassy in Budapest gave him political

11. The 7 April 1960 directive was cited in KGB to C@lso referred to in Vitaly S. Lelchuk and Yefim I. asylum until his death in 1971.
CPSU, 10 March 1961, St.-199/10c, 3 October 196Rjvovar, “Mentalitet Sovietskogo Obshchestva 34. Shelepin to CC CPSU, 3 November 1960, in St.-
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199/10c, 3 October 1961, TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13¥urdish movements in his hands and to lead it along tf¥®. The OGPU @byeddinenoye Gosudarstvennoye
delo 85, II. 23-27. democratic road,” and to advise him to “keep a loviPoliticheskoye Upravlenjdor Unified State Political
35. Shelepin to CC CPSU, 25 February 1961, in ibidprofile in the course of this activity so that the West didirectorate), successor to the short-lived GPU, lasted
1.28-29. not have a pretext to blame the USSR in meddling infwom 1923 to 1934, when it was converted into the
36. See memorandum of conversation, “Tripartit¢he internal affairs of Irag”; and 3) assign the KGB tdGUGB (Main Administration of State Security) and
Meeting on Berlin and Germany” (D. Rusk, Lord Homefecruit and train a “special armed detachment (500-700tegrated into the NKVD (People’s Commissariat for
M. Couve de Murville), 5 August 1961, Berlin Crisismen)” drawn from Kurds living in the USSR in theInternal Affairs). The NVKD in 1946 became the
collection, National Security Archive, Washington,eventthat Moscow might need to send Barzani “varioudinistry of Internal Affairs (MVD).
DC. military experts (Artillerymen, radio operators, demo-51. On the mentality of Soviet leaders in the Cold War,
37. Lt.-Gen. A. Rogov to Marshal Malinovsky, 24lition squads, etc.)” to support the Kurdish uprising. Psee Vladislav M. Zubok and Constantine V. Pleshakov,
August 1961, TskhSD, fond 5, opis 30, delo 365, lllvashutin to CC CPSU, 27 September 1961, St.-199side the Kremlin's Cold Wa(Cambridge, Mass.:
142-153. The texts of preceding reports of the KGROc, 3 October 1961, TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 8%arvard University Press, forthcoming in 1995). For
with parallel intelligence were not available in thell. 1-4. The uprising continued until a group of Ba'athisthe “long peace” thesis, including the argument that
archives. military officers overthrew Kassim in spring 1963, andntelligence activities contributed to stability during the
38. Shelepin to Khrushchev, 29 July 1961, in St. - 19Df course the Kurdish problem remains unresolve@old War, see John Lewis Gaddifie Long Peace:
75gc 1 August 1961, TskhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 8dmore than three decades later. For an overview tiquiries into the History of the Cold WéNXew York:
Il. 130-134, quoted passages on I. 130. Kremlin policy on the Kurdish issue, written before theDxford University Press, 1987), 215-45.
39. Handwritten notation on cover letter from Shelepipening of Soviet archives, see Oles M. Smolandsi§2. In a December 1976 briefing, CIA representatives
to Khrushchev, 29 July 1961. with Bettie M. SmolandskyThe USSR and Iraq: The informed the incoming Carter Administration National
40. CC CPSU directive, St.-191/75gc, 1 August 196550viet Quest for Influendg®urham, N.C.: Duke Uni- Security Council staff officials Zbigniew Brzezinski
TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 13, delo 81, Il. 128-129. versity Press, 1991), 63-98. and David Aaron of “current Soviet agents and the
41. [Ed. note: U.S. officials had noted with concern thd3. In particular, Shelepin envisioned operations to seature of the materials they provide us with. Brzezinski
possibility that Barzani might be useful to Moscow. Irablaze a British Air Force fuel depot near Arzberg imnd Aaron seemed quite impressed, though Brzezinski
an October 1958 cable to the State Department thri¥éest Germany, and to stage an explosion at a U.®ondered whether such agents could not be used to pull
months after a military coup brought Kassim to powemilitary-logistics base in Chinon, France. Ibid., 1.1330ff a rather massive disinformation operation against
the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, Waldemar J. Gallmaa4. Ibid., Il. 133-134. the U.S. [Bill] Wells [from the CIA] explained why this
stated that “Communists also have potential for attacks. The above five paragraphs are based on lvashuigmot likely.”
[on Iragi Prime Minister Kassim-ed.] on another poinand Malinovsky to CC CPSU, 10 November 1961, in Brzezinski, soon to become Carter’s national se-
through returned Kurdish leader Mulla Mustafa BarzaniSt. 2/35c¢, 14 November 1961, TskKhSD, fond 14, opisurity advisor, “said he would like to be briefed in detail
He spent last eleven years in exile in Soviet Union. Hi&4, delo 1, Il. 10-14. on ‘agents of influence’ that belong to us abroad.” He
appeal to majority of Iragi Kurds is strong and hist6. Georgi Bolshakov was a GRU officer who acteéxplained that “he did not want to be surprised in
ability [to] disrupt stability almost endless. Thus weunder the cover of a press secretary at the Sovieteeting with or dealing with foreign VIPs, if in fact
believe that today greatest potential threat to stabilifgmbassy in Washington in 1961-62. He often met witthose VIPs were our agents of influence.” CIA, Memo-
and even existence of Qassim’s [Kassim’s] regime lieRobert Kennedy, the President's brother, deliveringandum for the Record on a meeting with [prospective]
in hands of Communists.” See Gallman to Departmetthrushchev's personal messages, mostly orally. Séé&ational Security Adviser Brzezinski, 30 December
of State, 14 October 1958, in U.S. Department of Stat®ichael BeschlossThe Crisis Years: Kennedy and1976. The document was declassified by the CIA in
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1958-196(Khrushchev, 1960-196@\ew York: HarperCollins, January 1994 and is available on file at the National
Vol. XII (Washington, DC: Government Printing Of- 1991). Security Archive, Washington, D.C.
fice, 1993), 344-46. Barzani's alleged ties to the KGB7. See Mangol@old Warrior, and WiseMole-Hunt
are discussed in Pavel Sudoplatov and Anatoljpassim.
Sudoplatov with Jerrold L. Schecter and Leona P48. Semichastny to Shelepin, 28 July 1962, in St. 3¥/ladislav M. Zubok is a visiting scholar at the National
SchecterSpecial Tasks: The Memoirs of an Unwante@6c¢, 31 August 1962, TsKhSD, fond 4, opis 14, delo 1&ecurity Archive in Washington, D.C. He has written
Witness—A Soviet Spymas(Boston: Little, Brown, II. 1-6. numerous articles on Cold War and nuclear history,
and Co., 1994), 259-64.] 49. [Ed. note: Since 1991, CIA directors in the Busland his bookinside the Kremlin's Cold Warco-
42. Shelepin also proposed an initiative to enticand Clinton administrations have promised to declaswuthored with Constantine V. Pleshakov, will be pub-
Egyptian President Gamal Abdul Nasser, a Third Worldify records pertaining to covert operations during théshed next year by Harvard University Press.
leader avidly courted by both East and West, intearly Cold War, including those relating to the Italian
throwing his support behind the Kurds. Shelepin suglections (1948), coups in Iran (1953) and Guatemalg@
gested informing Nasser “through unofficial channels(1954), the Bay of Pigs (1961), and others. To datg,
that, in the event of a Kurdish victory, Moscow “mightonly one recent large-scale declassification of a U.$.
take a benign look at the integration of the non-Kurdishovert operation has become known: the release pf  The Centralne Archiwum Wojsko
part of I_raql terrltory with th_e UAR"—the United A_rab documents regarding opgratlons in Indope3|a agair stCentraI Military Archive) in Warsaw inten
Republic, a short-lived union of Egypt and Syria rethe Sukarno government, included infioeeign Rela- t blish durina the first half of 1995
flecting Nasser's pan-Arab nationalism—*on the contions of the United States (FRU®)ume for Indonesia, 0 publish during the first halt of *>
dition of NASSER'’s support for the creation of an1958-1960, published by the Department of State coIIe(?tllon of ten key documgnts, Or!glna y
independent Kurdistan.” Shelepin to Khrushchev, 29994. (See Jim Mann, “CIA’s Covert Indonesiar] classified Top Secret, on Polish-Soviet mjli-
July 1961, in St.-191/75gc, 1 August 1961, TsKhSDQperation in the 1950s Acknowledged by U.&gs | tary cooperation during the years 1950-19p7.
fond 4, opis 13, delo 81, Il. 131-32. When a KurdisiAngeles Times29 October 1994, 5.) Press report The first document (an agreement of P9
rebellion indeed broke out in northern Iraq in Septenindicate that government officials have blocked th¢ June 1950) provides for a credit to Poland to
ber 1961, the KGB quickly responded with additionatieclassification (For publication IRRUS of docu- purchase Soviet arms and military equipmpnt
proposal o xplt e uatn, KG83 Deputy Chlents dclosingtuo v Cla coveroersions 1) duting the years 1951.1957. The last dofu-
proposed— In accorc wi P ! P Pane ment (an agreement of 6 April 1957) regajds
] special military-technical supplies to be fyr-
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decision of the CC CPSU...of 1 August 1961 on thpoliticians and the other, during the Kennedy adminig
implementation of measures favoring the distraction dfation, to overthrow a leftist government in British

the attention and forces of the USA and her allies frofBuyana. See Tim Weiner, “C.I.A. Spent Millions to
West Berlin, and in view of the armed uprisings of th&upport Japanese Right in 50’s and 60'¢ev York
Kurdish tribes that have begun in the North of Irag"—Times 9 October 1994; Tim Weiner, “A Kennedy-
to: 1) use the KGB to organize pro-Kurdish and anti€.l.A. Plot Returns to Haunt Clintorf\lew York Times
Kassim protests in India, Indonesia, Afghanistan30 October 1994; and Tim Weiner, “Keeping the S¢
Guinea, and other countries; 2) have the KGB meet wittrets That Everyone Knows\New York Time@/NVeek-
Barzani to urge him to “seize the leadership of thé-Review section), 30 October 1994.]

nished by the Soviet Union to the Poligh
armed forces and defense industry duringjthe
years 1957-1960.

Only the main bodies of the texts,
their lengthy, detailed appendices, are bgng
published.
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(GERMANY AND T

New Research on the GDR

by Christian F. Ostermann

The Germans, as the British historiarstasi), many of them saved by citizens’ groug
Mary Fulbrook recently pointed out, haveéfrom being destroyed by Stasi employees
“peculiarly vitriolic and problematic ways the GDR’s last days. Extremely sensitive fo
of ‘reckoning with the past.”” A case in privacy and security reasons, the MfS recorg

Germany an
New Evidence frc

r

[72)

by Jim

-

[ For much of the post-World War Il era, fr
sBerlin Wall, a divided Germany loomed as the (

point is the way in which Germans havevere entrusted by the German Unificatioff and most likely flashpoint for World War IIl. E

confronted the archival remnants of th@reaty of 1990 to th8onderbeauftragte der
German Democratic Republic. The firsBundesregierung fiir die Unterlagen de
four years after the collapse of the GDRhemaligen Staatssicherheitsdiengt®pe-

witnessed everything from the destructioial Commissioner of the Federal Govern,
and confiscation of historical records, inment for the Files of the former State Secy
cluding police raids on and calls for theity Service, usually referredto as the “Gauc
complete closing of the East German comAgency” after its director, Joachim Gauck).
munist party (SED) archives, to parliamen-
tary investigating committees, to the estalwas granted on the basis of the “Stasi Recor
lishment of new research institutions, and—aw” (StUG). The Stasi files are located i
more recently—to the opening of almost allhe central archives of the former MfS in
records of the former GDRThe following Berlin and in various regional (district) ar-

fading memory, historians are relishing the cl
(and those of its former ally, the former Soviet
Cold War events and issues that centered on
This past summer, the Cold War Interna

- conference on the “The Soviet Union, Germat
Eastern Archives,” to give U.S., German, Ru
Soviet and GDR files a forum to debate the sigr

In December 1991, access to the recor@issources. The conference’s first three days, or

H$n northwestern Germany, supported by the Ki
Germany'’s role in such international events a
proposing German reunification, the 1953 E
Participants then traveled by train to Potsdam f

essay covers some of the more recent devehives. According to the StUG, the Stag
opments of interest to Cold War historidnsrecords, encompassing more than 500,

Germany (both during the 1945-49 Soviet oc

feet of documents, are open to all interestqdd(Center for Contemporary Studies, or FSP), an

The Ministry of State Security Records researchers. Exemptions exist, however, fi
documents of supranational organization

Politically, the most controversialand foreign countries and files relating t
legacy of the SED regime was the records aftelligence gathering, counter-intelligence

the former Ministry for State Security (MfS/ continued on page 39

The Soviet Occupation: Moscow’'s Man in (East) Berlin

by Norman M. Naimark

Oi(DDR archives; these meetings were hosted |

rhistory. The holding of the conference was alsc
5 Program (NHP) and the Volkswagen Stiftung.
Throughout the sessions, and as has freq

in the former communist bloc, ostensibly “histc
the enduring interest in and controversy over t
legacy for the post-Cold War era. In Esse
\_ continued

The Soviet Military Administration in ers from both the West and East, there was

Germany (SVAG in Russian, SMAD inlittle hope for a breakthrough in the histori

German) ruled the eastern zone of the degraphy of the Soviet presence in Germany.

feated and occupied country fromJune 1945 With the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989

until the creation of the German Democratiand the collapse of the USSR in 1991, histq

Republic inthe fall of 1949. Given SVAG’srians have begun to come to terms wit
importance to modern German and Soviéfloscow’s role in the development of Eas
history, it is surprising that there have bee@erman communism and the creation of th
so few scholarly studies of its policies, orgacDR. But despite the availability of impor-

nization, and actions. Yet when one recallsnt new sources in the archives ofthe formgr
both that Soviet and GDR historiographyeast German communist party, the Socialil

refused to recognize that Soviet activities itunity Party (SED), and accessto individual
Germany were determined by an occupavho took part in the building of the East

tion regime and that West German historiGerman state, very little progress has be¢n

ography, especially between the late 196@sade in advancing our understanding of th
and 1989, was often unwilling to ask hardvays in which the Soviet military govern-

STALIN AND THE SED LE
“YOU MUST ORGANIZE

Ed. note: One of the most intense controve
“Stalin Note” of 10 March 1952 in which the S
“resolving the division of Germany. In essence,
of foreign armies on the condition that the cc
| Stalin’s proposals were seriously advanced in
or whether they were simply part of a Kremlin
integrate the Federal Republic of Germany in

Western governments, including the Unite
the night of 7 April 1952, after his proposal had |
delegation of East German communist leaders
to reassess strategy. Two versions of that con

=

)

—

German archives. They show that Stalin, ang
communists to “organize your own state” on thi
Since the German Democratic Republic (GDR

e

guestions about the origins and legitimacynent worked. Who determined Soviet poli
of the East German state, the lack of atteaies in the eastern zone of Germany? Ho
tion to the Soviet Military Administration in were decisions reached? Who was resp

Germany is easier to understand. Particsible for implementing policies in German

larly in the West, the reticence of historiangself? What did Soviet occupation officer

was also reinforced by the paucity of prithink they were doing in Germany? We hav|
mary sources on SVAG's activities. Withknown generally what happened in the So
Sovietand GDR archives closed to research- continued on page 45

and-a-half years earlier, it is unclear whether
existing state of affairs, or whether it signifie
‘Germany on Moscow'’s terms, seriously inten
The excerpt from the Soviet minutes of the

of the President of the Russian Federation (AF
Narinsky, Deputy Director, Institute of Univers
continued
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d the Cold War:
m East-bloc Archives

Hershberg

The GDR Oral History Project
by A. James McAdams

In November 1994, the Hoover Institu- In particular, the Oral History Project
tion for War, Revolution, and Peace athose to interview four types of politically

 the Potsdam Conference to the crumbling of fhe Stanford University opens a major newvsignificant individuals. The first group in-
'War's symbol, greatest prize, covert battlegroufd, archive, a collection of over 80 oral historiesluded well-known SED representatives,

. now, with the “German Democratic Republic”

of leading politicians and policymakers fromsuch as former members of the ruling polit-

e to explore East Germany’s once-secret archiyesthe former German Democratic Republiduro and central committee, like Kurt Hager,

on) and thus better understand some of the cru
lany.

ial(GDR).! The collection has been compiledKarl Schirdewan, Giinther Kleiber, Herbert
by the GDR Oral History Project, whose ainHéaber, Werner Eberlein, Egon Krenz, and

|l History Project (CWIHP) held an internationgl was to record on tape some of the still vividserhard Schirer. The second, broader group

nd the Cold War, 1945-1962: New Evidence frg
1, and other scholars working in newly-availab
nce of the new evidence thatis emerging from th
0 June 1994, took place at the University of ES;
wissenschaftliches Institut, and featured paperq

m memories of the former leaders of East Geconsisted largely of members of the party

e many, so thatin 50 or 100 years (the amouahd state apparatus representing a sample of

Eseof time Socialist Unity Party [SED] generalpolicy implementors from diplomats to de-

ensecretary Erich Honecker predicted the Bepartment heads from key departments of the
onlin Wall would last) future students of Ger-SED central committee (such as Agitation

» 1948-49 Berlin Blockade, the 1952 Stalin Notes man history would have a unique source fand Propaganda and International Affairs)
Serman uprising, and the 1958-62 Berlin Cris]s. assessing the driving motivations of the inand sections of state ministries (such as the
o days of discussions on the internal history of Epstdividuals who once made up the country’$oreign ministry department charged with
tion and the GDR period) and on the status of fhedominant political culture. Of course, noEast German-Soviet relations). Our third
> Forschungsschwerpunkt Zeithistorische Studjenseries of interviews alone can realisticallgroup of interviewees comprised so-called
ute created after 1989 to foster scholarship on GPRrelate the entire history of a state. Neverthg@olicymaking intellectuals. This disparate
itated by generous grants from the Nuclear Histdry less, the researchers felt they could presergeoup, with representatives ranging from
for posterity a segment of that experience bgconomist Jirgen Kuczynski to socialist
y been the case in CWIHP-sponsored conferencesnterviewing a select group of individualstheoretician Otto Reinhold, primarily in-
\|” topics generated lively exchanges that reflecfed who could reasonably be characterized asuded individuals who had some tangential
nsequences of communist rule in Germany and itsthe East German political elite. continued on page 43

lere was particularly vigorous debate about the

N page 49 New Evidence on Khrushchev's 1958 Berlin Ultimatum

Translation and Commentary by Hope M. Harrison

EADERSHIP, 7 APRIL 1952:
= YOUR OWN STATE”

The Berlin Crisis 0of 1958-1961 has longspeech of 10 November 1958 and notes of 27
been seen as “Khrushchev’s crisis,” but &lovember 1958, which launched the Berlin
last there is some documentation indicatin@risis.
that at least the initiation of the crisis really  In Khrushchev's November 10 speech,
was the Soviet leader’s personal handiworlat a Soviet-Polish friendship meeting in the
Remaining in Berlin after the Cold WarSports Palace in Moscow, he asserted that
International History Project’s conferencehe Western powers were using West Berlin
on the “Soviet Union, Germany, and thes an outpost from which to launch aggres-
Cold War, 1945-1962: New Evidence fronsive maneuvers against the German Demo-
Eastern Archives” in Essen and Potsdangratic Republic (GDR) and other countries
Germany on 28 June-2 July 1994, | wasefthe socialist camp, including Poland. The
fortunate enougtto be one of the first schol-impending atomic armament of the Federal
ars to gain access to the freshly-opend®epublic of Germany (FRG), he declared,
archives of the former East German Ministhreatened to further exacerbate this situa-
try of Foreign Affairs> While working in tion. Khrushchev stated that the Western
this archive, | found in the files of Statepowers had broken all quadripartite agree-
Secretary Otto Winzer a document, transnents concerning Germany, particularly the
lated below, written by the East Germamagreement for the demilitarization of Ger-
ambassador to Moscow, Johannes Konigiany, and that the only part of the Potsdam
and dated 4 December 1958. In the docégreementthe West continued to honor was
ment, Konig summarized information hethe part stipulating the four-power occupa-
gleaned from various Soviet Foreign Ministion of Berlin. This situation, in which the
try officials about the process leading up tdVest used West Berlin for aggressive pur-
Soviet Premier Nikita S. Khrushchev's continued on page 36

5 in Cold War historiography concerns the famoys
et leader gave the Western Powers his terms for
n offered German unification and the withdrawa]
y remain neutral. Debate continues on whethgr
'empt to reach a general settlement with the Wept,
)aganda campaign to hamper the West's effortsfto
> military alliance.

ates, immediately adopted the latter view. And d
 rebuffed, Stalin metin the Kremlin with a visiting
nelm Pieck, Walter Ulbricht, and Otto Grotewohl
ion have now emerged from the Russian and Eqst
the West, now firmly instructed the East Germ;I‘u
angerous” frontier dividing Germany and Europd.
already been formally established more than twp-
nstruction simply reaffirmed an already obviou
at only now did Stalin understand that unifying
or not, was a non-negotiable proposition.
/ersation printed below was located in the Archiv
-and translated into English, by Prof. Mikhail M
History, Russian Academy of Sciences:

n page 48

1%
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KHRUSHCHEV'S ULTIMATUM West German Chancellor Konrad Adenaugdovember 10 speech, the information given
continued from page 35 during the crisis, four-power talks on Gerto Raymond Garthoff by Sergo Mikoian
poses against the East, could not go on apyan reunification would “leave this questior(son of then-Presidium member Anastas
longer, he declared, and the situation ity pe decided by a group of states wheidikoian) that “the speech had not been
Berlin, “the capital of the GDR,"” must becapitalist states have three voices, and titiscussed and cleared with the other Soviet
normalized socialists have only one. But what wouldeaders” is probably erroneotis.

In lengthy notes to the Western powergoy say if it was proposed to submit the  The document also illuminates the bu-
on November 27, Khrushchev elaborateguestion of German reunification for deciteaucratic workings of the East German side.
on what he had in mind to “normalize” thesion by a group of states of a different comwhile the East German leaders had been
situationin Berlin. Khrushchev’s proposalgyosition, for example, composed of Polandjiscussing ideas about a “special note” to the
were seen as an ultimatum in the Wesgzechoslovakia, China, and the Soviet Unioiwestern powers since Septembtte East
especially because they setasix-month deagyy, of course, would not be enthralled wittGerman leaders in Berlin told their Foreign
line for negotiations. Khrushchev reiterthjs proposal, since you would know for surinistry officials, especially officials at the
ated in stronger and more detailed languaggat these states would support the socialismbassy in Moscow, very little, if anything,
what he had said on November 10 and thefevelopment of all of Germany.” about this or much else, it seems. This
declared that he viewed the former agreghrushchev must have hoped that openingabviously hampered the work of Foreign
ments on Berlin as null and void. He ingiplomatic offensive against the West wouldViinistry officials 1°
sisted that a peace treaty be signed wiljye him added leverage in four-power poli-  Finally, the document indicates several
Germany and that West Berlin be made intgies on Germany. times that the Soviets were careful to pro-
a“free” and demilitarized city. If sufficient  The following document discloses thateed gradually and cautiously inimplement-
progress on these issues had not begRryshchev dictated several pages of guidéag the threats contained in the ultimatum so
achieved among the Soviet Union, the Uniteghes for officials in the Third Europeanas to gauge the Western reaction. This is
States, Great Britain, and France within sigepartment (responsible for Germany) ofypical of Khrushchev. His diplomacy of
months, Moscow would sign a separatghe Soviet Foreign Ministry to follow in 1958-1962 showed that he liked to push the
peace treaty with the GDR and transfer to formulating the November 27 ultimatum.West “to the brink,” but that just before the
control over the access routes between Wegg also met with several of these officials obrink, he would wait to see what the West
Berlin (which was located 110 miles insideyovember 19 to discuss his ideas in detail. Would do and would generally adjust his
East German territory) and West Germangeems that one of these ideas of Khrushcheslicies accordingly. The Soviet emphasis
Khrushchev stressed that East Germany W@gs that of creating a “free-city” in Westseen in this document on acting gradually
a sovereign country which deserved to corBerlin. (The record of his 1 December 195&nd continually monitoring the West's reac-
trol its own territory. Preliminary talks hadejght-hour conversation with visiting Sention would be repeated in the plans for build-
already been held with the East Germans @4bert Humphrey also notes that Khrushcheing the Berlin Wall in 1961
this issue, and as soon as the free-city @faid he had given many months of thought
West Berlin was created, the East Germa#g [the] Berlin situation and had finally come* * * * *
would be ready to sign an agreement gualip with his proposal of a so-called free cify.” Secret

anteeing free access into and out of Weshe document authored by Konig is the only ,
Berlin, so long as there was no hostile activsne | have seen from an archive in Mosco\ﬁomments on the Preparation of the Steps of the

ity emanating from West Berlin eastwards.or Berlin which points to the direct involve-gﬁa\ﬁst Sfo\\llveergtheenrt”goncermng a Change in the
The Berlin Crisis, initiated by ment in formulating a specific policy by a

Khrushchev's ultimatum, continued throughspecific leader. Unfortunately, Idid notfind o, the preparation of these actions (the
the building of the Berlin Wall in August agccompanying documents in the archivegomposition of Comrade Khrushchev's speech
1961 and perhaps even through the Cub@gntaining the actual dictated notesf 10 November and the notes of the Soviet
Missile Crisis of October 1962.Khrushchev gave to the Foreign Ministrygovernmenttothe governments of the three West-
Khrushchev's motivations for starting thegfficials or records from the November 1%rn powers, the GDR and the Bonn government),
Berlin Crisis undoubtedly included the stameeting he had with these officials. Clearlyin Which the [Soviet]MID [Ministerstvo
bilization and strengthening of the GDR, & would be particularly revealing to haveneStrannykh Del, Ministry of Foreign Affairs]
slowing or stopping of the process of thenhese documents. and especially its Third European Department

P . layed a critical part. Already several days be-
nuclearization of the WeSt German  The document below not only CO”f"mSForey Comrade KErushchev’s{ippearanceyon 10
Bundeswehr, and arecognition by the Weskhrushchev's central role in formulating theyovember 1958 on the occasion of the Soviet-

ern powers of the Soviet Union as an equgltimatum, but also the role of the Foreigrpolish friendship meeting, comrades from the
and of the Soviet gains in Eastern Europginistry’s Third European Department sincemID let it drop on 6 November that Comrade
during and after World War Il as legiti- 5t |east 6 November 1958. Several time&hrushchev's speech of 10 November would
mate® Khrushchev’'s aggressive tactiCSK@nig notes that officials of the Third Euro-bring “something new” with regard to the Ger-
probably stemmed from a desire to avoidean Departmentwere apprised of and deeglj2h duestion. The Soviet comrades would not,
being outnumbered as the one socialist PoWgfyolved in the preparations. If officials in "OWeVer. hinta word about the substance of the

in four-power negotiations over the Gerthe Third European Department had advance® "=

i ; o On 10 November, a few hours before Com-
many and Berlin questions. As he wrote tRnowledge of critical parts of Khrushchev's, 4o khrushchev's appearance. | was still in the
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[Soviet] Foreign Ministry and had a conversatiomprehensive argumentation was provided in theomposition of the documents and the determina-
with Comrade [lvan 1] Il'ichev, the head of theplanned document for establishing the repeal ¢ibn of particular measures.
Third European Department. He also commentethe agreements concerning Berlin (of September Comrade Khrushchev personally received
when | turned the conversation to the insufficient 944, May 1945, and the Bolz-Zotiexchange on 19 November for a discussion several respon-
coverage of the GDR election campaign [for thef letters [of September 1955]) and that thesgble officials of the Third European Department
16 November 1958 Volkskammer (parliamentjunctions would be transferred to the competena# the MID who were occupied with the Berlin
and local government elections] by the Sovietf the GDR. With this it was already mentionedssue and spoke with them in great detail about
press, that Comrade Khrushchev's speech woutldat it is planned to hold official negotiations withthe entire problem.
contain important statements with regard to thine GDR on this. At the same time a hint was  The first mention that the Soviet proposals
German question. He told me nothing about whatade that the Soviet Union would probably notvould include the demilitarization and neutral-
itwould deal with. It was, however, obvious thabe averse if it should prove to be expedient aridation of West Berlin was made to me by Com-
the comrades of the Third European Departmentcessary also to speak with the Western poweegde II'ichev on 22 November when | sought him
were informed excellently about the contents adibout this issue. out on another matter. He again emphasized that
Comrade Khrushchev’s speech. In the negotiations with the GDR, the issudie wanted to give me “exclusively for my per-
After the speech was held and had calledf the transfer or the taking over of the relevargonal information” several hints about the con-
forth the well-known echo in Bonn and the capifunctions will be discussed. The key question itents of the planned documents. In this connec-
tals of the three Western powétghe entire this is when, i.e., at which point in time and howion he mentioned that it was planned to propose
Third European Department of thdID was the whole thing should be carried out. Ougiving West Berlin the status of a free city.
occupied exclusively with preparing the nexteading comrades, withwhom consultationshave Comrade II'ichev emphasized on this occa-
steps. | think that | am not mistaken in the¢aken place, also expressed the view that in thsson that the Soviet side was ready to negotiate
assumption that ideas about concrete steps devete must not place too much haste on the day, lwith the three Western powers on the Berlin
oped gradually at first and perhaps were subjentust go forward gradually, step by stép. guestion, but only on the basis of the enforcement
to certain changes. In this conversation the Soviet comrade iof the Potsdam Agreement in West Germany,
We know from information from comradesquestion thought [very realistically, as it turnedincluding] for example, demilitarization,
of the Third European Department that the entireut—H.H.] that the Berlin issue would remain atlenazification, decartellization, repeal of the pro-
Department was occupied for days with studyinthe center of attention for at least one year if ndtibition of the KPD [Kommunistische Partei
all agreements, arrangements, protocols, eteyen longer. On thisissue hard conflicts with thBeutschlands], etc.
which were concluded or made between the o®estern powers will arisg. Concerning further actions regarding Ber-
cupying powers with regard to West Berlinsince  Tomy comment: “The Western powers willlin, Comrade II'ichev also emphasized that these
1945 so as to prepare arguments for shatterimgt want to conduct a war for the sake of BerlinWould proceed step by step.
assertions made by Bonn and the governmentsfoflowed the answer: “Our Presidium proceeds  To my question as to whether the planned
the Western powers and so as to make from thefsem the same assumption.” My comment thatocuments would be given to all nations which
[i.e., old agreements, etc.—H.H.] concrete prodltimately the issue would come to a crisis for théook place in the war against Germany, Comrade
posals for the next steps for carrying out th&/est as a prestige issue and that therefore in miychev answered that they would be given only
measures announced in Comrade Khrushchewpinion everything must be done so as to facilito the three Western powers as well as to Berlin
speech. tate retreat for the Western powers on this iss@d Bonn. To my question as to whether the
TheMID was essentially finished with this was acknowledged as correct. delivery would occur in Moscow or Berlin and
work on 19 November 1958. According to In this connection it was noted by the SovieBonn, Comrade II'ichev answered, “probably in
information from Soviet comrades, the work orcomrade that the issue of great significance Berlin.”
the comprehensive document was finished owhat should happen with West Berlin after an  After the delivery of the documents, they
this day and the document was submitted to theventual withdrawal of the Western troops. Thisvill wait 2-3 weeks so as to digest the reaction of
Council of Ministers for ratification. On this issue plays alarge role in the considerations of tlilee other side and then take a new $tep.
occasion, we learned that this document w&Soviet comrades. Regarding the negotiations with the GDR or
supposed to comprise about 20 pages and was Thus, in this conversation, the issue of théhe transfer to the GDR of the functions which are
supposed to be presented to the three Westdransformation of West Berlin into a free city wasstill being exercised by the Soviet side, this will
Powers, the GDR and West Germany soon. Thusot yet dealt with. also probably proceed gradually.
at this time we did not yet learn that there were 3 It was emphasized that in this connection | asked Comrade Il'ichev again about the
different document¥' public opinion is also of great significance. Oneontents of the talks between [Soviet Ambassa-
The Soviet comrades who gave us this newannot resolve this issue if one has not preparedrto West Germany Andrei] Smirnov and [West
for “personal information” emphasized that theythe basis for this within the population. A correcGerman Chancellor Konrad] Adenauer. Com-
probably would not be telling us anything newargumentation vis-a-vis the population so as tade Il'ichev confirmed that Smirnov had sought
since “Berlin is informed and surely the samevin them over for the planned steps is thus dhis talk. He once again merely explained the
practice must exist with us as on the Soviet sidgreat importance. point of view which was expressed in Comrade
namely that the ambassador concerned abso- In this connection, it was also mentioneKhrushchev's speech of 10 November 1958.
lutely must be informed about such issues regthat Comrade Khrushchev personally gave exRegardingthis, Adenauer responded that he could
larly.” traordinarily great attention to the preparation afiot understand Soviet foreign policy. Precisely
This comment: “You have of course alreadyhe new steps regarding the Berlin question. Heow when the first signs of a détente were notice-
been informed by Berlin” was made to me a fewersonally participated in the preparation of thable at the Geneva negotiatidhshe Soviet
other times so as to make clear that we should mbdcuments. He submitted to the comrades of tigpvernment would create new tension with its
expect official information on the part of the localThird European Department his thoughts on thetatement concerning Berlin.
[i.e, Moscow]MID. entire problem on several type-written pages An explanation of why Smirnov conducted
In the conversation we conducted with thevhich he had personally dictated and asked thikis conversation at all in view of the fact that the
relevant Soviet comrades, it was said that a comemrades to observe this point of view in th&oviet government stands by the point of view
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that Berlin is a matter which does not concerh0922 Berlin, BRD; tel.. 011-49-3020186-229; fax:Archive, Central Party Archive], J IV 2/201-429.
West Germany but is a matter of the GDR wa@11-49-30-20186-169. The person | dealt with there 1. Commenting on the process of building the wall in
not given to me by Comrade Il'iché¥. Herr Gaier. When going in person to the regdlng room Ie_tter to UIbrlgh_t on 30 October 1961, Khrushchev
Since the publication of the document to thg the MfAA archives, th.e address is H|nter_ denpraised thg d?CISIOI’] of the 3-5 August 1961 Warsaw
GDR, the 3 Western powers, and West Germawesshaus'l-z, 10177 Berlin. The reading roomis opé?ac"t meetmg to carry out the various measures graciu-
! ’ onday-Friday, 8:30 a.m.-12:30 p.m. and sits six schoklly” so as “not to come to serious complications.
on 27 November 1958, we have not had anothgfs 4t a time. There is a lot of demand now to use tSAPMO-BArch, ZPA, NL 182/1206.
opportunity to speak with Soviet comrades abouchive, so scholars must reserve space far in advan@. [Generally the Western powers declared that the
these questions. There are no finding aids; scholars must rely on archBoviets did not have the right to change the situation in
From the above remarks, in my view oneists to locate relevant documents. Berlin unilaterally and asserted that the Soviets were
can without doubt draw the conclusion that th@. For atranslation of most of Khrushchev’s speech, sebliged to safeguard the communications routes be-
Soviet comrades already have firm views abolteorge D. Embree, edThe Soviet Union and the tween West Berlin and \fNest Germany forthegNestern
: : rman Question, September 1958-June 10@ie powers. At a news conference on 26 November 1958,
the execution of'the megsures -proposed- In t ague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1963), 14-20. however, U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
Fjocuments mentioned.This applies espeqlally 4. For the English text of the Soviet note to the Unitegerhaps opened a window for Soviet strategy by adding
in regard to the concrete steps concerning tl’fﬁates, see Embree, edhe Soviet Union and the that the United States might be prepared to treat East

transfer of the functions still exercised by the&erman Questior23-40. German border officials as agents of the Soviet Union,
Soviet side in Berlin and on the transit routes. For more on Khrushchev’s motivations in starting thalthough not as representatives of a sovereign state of
between West Germany and Berlin. crisis, see Hope M. Harrison, “Ulbricht and the ConEast Germany. “News Conference Remarks by Secre-

The concrete steps and forms for the execgtete ‘Rose’: New Archival Evidence on the Dynamicdary of State Dulles Reasserting the ‘Explicit Obliga-
tion of the other measures in regard to We§f Soviet-East Gltce‘rman Relations and the Berlin Crisistlorc;’ of the Soviet Unioln to Assureb‘NormaI Access to
: . : 1958-1961,” Cold War International History Projectand Egress From Berlin,’” November 26, 1958,” U.S.
Berlin [presumr_:lbly meaning the frge-mt_y pro_Working Paper No. 5 (Washington, D.C.: WoodrowState Department, eddpcuments on Germany, 1944-
posal—H.H.] will probably not remain uninflu- Wilson International Center for Scholars, May 1993), 81985(Washington, D.C.: Department of State Publica-
enced by the statements and responses by ¥ ang viadislav M. Zubok, “Khrushchev and thetion 9446), 546-52.—H.H.]

Western powers and by developments withiBerlin Crisis (1958-1962),” Cold War International 13. [According to another document | have seen, two
West Berlin itself. History Project Working Paper No. 6 (Washingtondays prior to this date, on November 17, Pervukhin

As far as the entire problem is concernedy.C.: Woodrow Wilson International Center for Schol-“informed [Ulbricht] about the proposed measures of
immediately after Comrade Khrushchev’s speecis, May 1993). the Soviet government regarding the four-power status
of 10 November 1958 | remembered the convep: Khrushchev's note to Adenauer on 18 August 195@f Berlin.” “Zapis besedy s tovarishchem V.

- . . Arkhiv Vneshnei Politiki Russkoi Federatsii (AVP RF) UI’'brikhtom 17.11.58g” (“Memorandum of Conversa-
sathn which took place at the en.d .Of 19571 Archives of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation]tion with Comrade W. Ulbricht 17.11.58"), from the
Berlin on the O?Cas'on of _the negonat,'ons for th eferentura po FRG (file group on the FRG), Opis (listiliary of M.G. Pervukhin on 24 November 1958, Tsentr
settl_ement of issues Wh|Ch_ were still open [_"21, Portfel’ (portfolio) 9, Papka (file) 22. Khraneniia Sovremennoi Dokumentatsii (TsKhSD) [the
Soviet-East German relations—H.H.] and iry. “Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union t€enter for the Preservation of Contemporary Docu-
which Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin and then-the Department of State,” Moscow, 3 December 1958yentation—the post-1952 Central Committee Ar-
Ambassador Pushkin from the Soviet side andl00 p.m., from Ambassador [Llewellyn] Thompson,chives], Rolik (microfilm reel) 8873, Fond 5, Opis 49,
Deputy Ministers Comrade Winzer and ComForeign Relat_iqns of the United States, 1958-18%6Q Delo (file) 7. Thus, either one oft_hese dates is wrong,
rade Schwab as well as Ambassador Kénig toaﬁll, Berlin Crisis 1958T1959Na§h|ngt0n, D.C.:United 'or Pervukhin waf extremely cc.)r.n‘ldent that the “pro-
part?? As is known, Ambassador Pushkin a1 States Government Printing Office, 1993), 149. Valentiposed measures” would be ratified by the Council of
. . Falin, then at the Department of Information of theMinisters.—H.H.]
regdy expressed th_e V'eW_ then 'n_ t_he Coyrse Eintral Committee of the Communist Party of thel4. [It is not entirely clear what the three different
this free and open discussion that it is notimpossoyiet Union, has also stated that the free-city idea wascuments were. This may refer to the somewhat
sible to resolve the Berlin question already b&<hrushchev's. Valentin Faliolitische Erinnerungen  different notes sent to the United States, Great Britain,
fore the resolution of the German quesfiobn.  (Munich: Droemer Knaur, 1993), 225, 336, cited inand France, but there were also notes sent to both
Vladislav M. Zubok, “Khrushchev's Motives and So-German governments, making five different docu-
Moscow, 4 December 1958 viet Diplomacy in the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1962,” paperments.—H.H.]
Konig prepared for conference, “Soviet Union, Germany, antl5. [East German Foreign Minister Lothar Bolz and
the Cold War, 1945-1962: New Evidence from EasterBoviet Foreign Minister V.A. Zorin appended to the
Archives,” Essen, Germany 28-30 June 1994, pp. 11,13reaty on Relations between the German Democratic
. . . . . 8. Raymond L. Garthoff, “Assessing the AdversaryRepublic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics”
(Source: Political Archive of the Foreign Minis-ggtimates by the Eisenhower Administration of Soviedf 20 September 1955 an exchange of letters detailing
try. Files of: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of |ntentions and Capabilities,” Brookings Occasionatights of control over inter-German and inter-Berlin
the German Democratic Republic. Files of: th@aper (Brookings Institution: Washington, D.C., 1991)borders and the communications routes between Berlin
State Secretary. A17723) n.98. and West Germany. See Ministerium fur Auswartige
9. On high-level Soviet-East German talks leading up tAngelegenheiten der DDR und Ministerium fir
1. Due to a tip from Doug Selvage, a Ph.D. student #fie ultimatum, see Harrison, “Ulbricht and the Concretéuswartige Angelegenheiten der UdSSR, ed.,
history at Yale University’ who is Conducting exten.‘Rose,m 18-20. Beziehungen DDR-UdSSRI. 2 (Berlin: Staatsverlag
sive research in Polish and German archives for hi€. On this lack of communication and the resultingler Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, 1975), 996-
dissertation on Polish-German relations, 1956-70. frustration of East German Foreign Ministry officials,8.—H.H.]
2. For access to these archives, interested scholage the letter from Kdnig to Winzer on 5 Decembet6. [See “Zapis’ besedy s tovarishchem V. Ul'brikhtom
must receive permission from the German Foreigh958, MfAA, Staatssekretar, A17723; andl17.11.58g" (“Record of Meeting with Comrade W.
Ministry: Dr. Hans Jochen Pretsch, Auswartiges Amt,Stenografische Niederschrift der Botschafterkonferenilbricht on 17 November 1958"), from the diary of
Referat 117, Adenauerallee 99-103, 53113 Bonn, BRI Grossen Sitzungssaal deuses der Einhéiam 1./ M.G. Pervukhinon 24 November 1958, TsKhSD, Rolik
tel.; 011-49-228-17-21 61; fax: 011-49-228-17-34 022. Febuar 1956 (“Stenographic Protocol of the Ambas8873, Fond 5, Opis 49, Delo 77, in which Ulbricht told
A letter of introduction sent to the German Foreigrsadors’ Conference in the Large Meeting Hall of thé&oviet Ambassador Mikhail Pervukhin: “Regarding
Ministry by the U.S. Embassy in Bonn may also b&1ouse of Unity” on 1-2 February 1956”), Stiftung concrete steps towards implementing the Soviet
necessary. Once the German Foreign Ministry in Bonfirchive der Parteien und Massenorganisationen imovernment's proposals for transferring to GDR organs
grants permission, the contact information for théundesarchiv, Zentrales Parteiarchiv [of the SEDfthe control functions which have been carried out by
MfAA archives in Berlin is: Archiv der Dienststelle (SAPMO-BArch, ZPA) [Foundation of the Archives of Sovietorgansin Berlin, . .. perhaps we should not hurry
Berlin des Auswértigen Amts, Postfach 61 01 87the Parties and Mass Organizations in the Federafith this, since this would give us the opportunity to

* * * * * *
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keep the adversary under pressure for a certain periodbé International Department of the SED Central C
time.” Ulbricht’s justification for going slowly aside, mittee. See “O polozhenii v Zapadnom Berline” (*
this is a rare instance in which the East German leadie Situation in West Berlin), 24 February 1958, repprt
was not pushing the Soviets to move faster on giving ugritten by two diplomats at the Soviet embassy in

GDR RESEARCH
continued from page 34
terrorism, and secret West German records.

their control functions in Berlin to the GDR.—H.H.] GDR, O. Selianinov, counselor, and A. KazenngvAll administrative, policy, and personal

17. [It may be that the Soviet official in question heressecond secretary, TsSKhSD, Rolik 8875, Fond 5,
had some reason to believe that Khrushchev’'s declard8l, Delo 82; and “Zapis’ besedy s zav. mezhdunarod
intention of transferring Soviet control functions inotdelom TsK SEPG P. Florinom” (“Record of Conv
Berlin to the GDR was more of a threat to get theation with the Head of the International Departmen
Western powers to the bargaining table than a seriottee SED CC P. Florin), 12 May 1958, from Selianino\'s

kecords are available in principle, some how-
BVver only in a sanitized form (e.g., name

feletions under the privacy exemption).

Due to the files’ sensitivity and time-

intention.  While it proved very useful as a threatdiary, 16 May 1958, TsKhSD, Rolik 8873, Fond 5, Oisonsuming preparatory screening efforts in-

Khrushchev knew that carrying it out in practice wouldt9, Delo 76. Both are cited in Harrison, “Ulbricht ai
mean relinquishing some Soviet control over the situdhe Concrete ‘Rose,” 5-6. Considering how this do
tion in Berlin to the GDR. As the crisis progressedment concludes, it is ironic that as the crisis actugll
Khrushchev came to the conclusion, no doubt based fmogressed, it was the East German leadership far

‘\/olved, as well as the massive demand—1.8

pwillion private research applications regis-
dered as of mid-1993—research atthe Gauck

large part on Ulbricht's obvious attempts to wresthan the Soviet leadership that wanted to resolve th&gency requires researchers to plan well

control from him and further exacerbate the situation iBerlin question separately from and before a gengr.
Berlin, that he did not want to do this. See the argumefiterman settlement.—H.H.]
made in Harrison, “Ulbricht and the Concrete ‘Rose’,”

and idem., “The Dynamics of Soviet-East German
Relations and the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1961,” papey.
presented to the 35th Annual Convention of the Interna-,

tional Studies Association, Washington, D.C., 28 Marc at Brandeis University and a Fellow at the Russi

1 April 1994.—H.H.]
18. [The next step was taken on 10 January 1959, wh
the Soviets submitted a draft German peace tre

he author is a Lecturer in the Department of Politi
esearch Center at Harvard University. She c

iversity. After spending an extended period of ti
Moscow and Berlin using the then-newly ope

eted her Ph.D. in Political Science at Columbja

{

ghead (currently the waiting time is one
year). Applications for scholarly research
will only be accepted if they deal broadly
with MfS history. More than 1,200 aca-
flemic and 1,500 media research applica-
ions have been received so far.
The agency’s “Education and Research
epartment,” established in 1993 with a

accompanied by a note to the three Western powers anrc(i:
sent copies of these to all of the countries that had foug@}3
against Germany in World War Il, as well as to both
German states. For the text of the note to the Unit

States and the draft treaty, 8suments on Germany P

585-607.—H.H ] Dynamics of Soviet-East German Relations, 191

19. [The reference is to the disarmament negotiatio i ) N )
which began in Geneva on 31 October 1958 betwe%ln 61(Ann Arbor, MI: University Microfilms Intermna

the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Unloqgnsgolkggjz)'li?;i)ﬁ currently revising her dissertat
The negotiations ultimately resulted in a treaty on the P '
partial banning of nuclear testing which was signed by,
the three powers in Moscow on 5 August 1963. O(
these negotiations, see Christer JonsSawvjet Bar-
gaining Behavior. The Nuclear Test Ban Cédew
York: Columbia University Press, 1979).—H.H.]

20. [The East Germans were often frustrated at Sov
attempts to maintain or improve relations with the Weg
Germans. The Soviets were always walking a fin
diplomatic line of trying to maintain good relations with
each part of Germany while not overly alienating th
other part in the process. While Khrushchev’s prim
concern was the support, protection, and strengtheni
of the GDR, he also had economic, military, and politi
cal reasons for maintaining good relations with th
FRG.—H.H.]

21. [Presumably, this refers to the Soviet intention t
move forward slowly and cautiously with the transfer o
some Soviet responsibilities in Berlin to the GDR.—
H.H.]
22. [ltis possible that Kénig is actually referring to 3
meeting that took place on 12 December 1956 (3
opposed to 1957) in which several remaining “ope
issues”in Soviet-East German relations were discusse
See Ko6nig's account of the meeting, “Bericht tiber ein|
Unterredung mit stellvertr. Aussenminister, Gen. Sorin|
(“Report on a Conversation with Deputy Foreign Min-
istry Comrade Zorin"), 14 December 1956, SAPMO
BArch, ZPA, NL 90/472.—H.H.]

23. [Pushkin was not the only leading Soviet or Ea:
German official who believed that the Berlin issug
could (and perhaps should) be resolved before t
resolution of the entire German question. The ne
Soviet Ambassador to East Germany after Pushki

ostaff of 83 and charged with facilitating
eresearch, is also engaged in research projects
%f its own, covering subjects central to MfS
Lhistory such as “The MfS and the SED,”
3The Anatomy of the MfS” (eventually to be
published as an MfS “handbook”), “The
"“Sociology and Psychology of the ‘Informal
Informants,” and “The Potential and Struc-
ture of Opposition in the GDR.” Several
useful reference and historical works have
) _ | ] been published, such as “Measure ‘Donau’
The Cold War Intemational History Projectf , 4 operation ‘Recovery’: The Crushing of
Lpffers a limited number of fellowships to junipr . .
tscholars from the former Communist bloc |td the Prague Spring 1968/69 as Reflected in
L conduct from three months to one year of archvithe Stasi Records” (Series B, No. 1/94). The
research in the United States on topics relatdd fjdGauck Agency held a conference on “The
e the history of the Cold War. Recipients are basqd\fS Records and Contemporary History,”
“in March 1994, and plans a symposium on

e at the Institute for European, Russian, and Eu
@sian Studies at George Washington Univergi y“The MfS and the Churches” for early 1995
Df

in Washington, D.C. Applicants should submit

E CV, a statement of proposed research, a lettgr
nomination, and three letters of recommendg-

Ption; writing samples (particularly in English) afre

welcomed, though not required. Applicaty

should have a working ability in English. Pref¢

. ) P’ In an effort to expand beyond the nar-
ence will be given to scholars who have pd
lé)reviously had an opportunity to do researc

i}, row public focus on the Stasi records, the
[ the United States. German Parliament (Bundestag) decided to
d. For the 1994-95 academic year, CWIHH create a parliamentary committee for re-
bawarded fellowships thlilada Polisenska In- [ | search on the history of the SED dictatorship
' stitute of International Studies, Prague (f I (Enquete_Komm|SS|on “Aufarbe|tung von
months); Victor Gobarev, Insmme, of Military| | Geschichte und Folgen der SED-Diktatur in
History, Moscow (four months); an8ergei hland.” d .
Kudryashov, History Editor of “Rodina” ang _DeUISC and, [_Stu y Cpmml55|0n Com-
t“|st0chnik"’ Moscow (four months) |ng tO Tel’mS W|th the HIStOfy al’ld Legacy Of
Send applications to: Jim Hershberg, Direcfof, the SED-Dictatorship in Germany”]). Fol-
€old War International History Project, Woodrd lowing a parliamentary initiative of the So-

twilson International Center for Scholars, 1004 cial Democratic Party (SPD) in February
Jefferson Drive, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20560

hives of the former Soviet Foreign Ministry a
SU Central Committee and of the former East G|
an Socialist Unity Party (SED) and secret poli
tasi), she completed her dissertatibme Bargaining
ower of Weaker Allies in Bipolarity and Crisis: TH

CWIHP Fellowships

e

Coming to Terms with the History
and Legacy of the SED-Dictatorship

A

=}

[=]

Mikhail Pervukhin, also believed this, as did Sovie

counselor Oleg Selianinov and Peter Florin, the head

ax (202) 357-4439.
{° Y,

1992%the Bundestag establishedEreuete
Kommissiorin its 82nd session on 12 March
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19927 The committee, headed by RaineS8imilarly, the role of the former “bourgeois” Loth); The Berlin Problem—the Berlin Cri-
Eppelmann of the ruling Christian Demo-+political parties in the GDR, the Liberalsis 1958-1961/62 (D. Mahncke); Coopera-
cratic Party (CDU), consisted of parliamenbemocratic Party (LDPD) and the Christiartion between MfS and KGB (B. Marquardt);
members and historians (among them Berizemocratic Union (CDU), proved to bePolitical Upheaval in Eastern Europe and Its
Faulenbach, Alexander Fischer, Karhighly controversial. The report containsSignificance for the Opposition Movement
Wilhelm Fricke, Hans Adolf Jacobsengexcellent sections on the East German resis-the GDR (L. Mehlhorn); Alternative Cul-
Hermann Weber, and Manfred Wilke). Actance movement, the MfS, and the earljure and State Security, 1976-1989 (K.
cording to amotion passed by the Bundestdnjstory of the GDR. In its final section, theMichael); Deutschlandpolitik of the
on 20 May 1992, the committee was toeport gives a brief survey of the GermanyAdenauer Governments (R. Morsey); West-
“make contributions to the political-histori- related holdings of various Russian archivearn Policy of the SED (H.-P. Miiller); The
cal analysis and political-moral evaluation’as well as criteria for the use of the SED anRole of the Bloc Parties (Ch. Nehrig); Oppo-
of the SED-dictatorship. MIfS records. sition Within the SED (W. Otto); Establish-
This was to include, in particular: (1)  Ofthe 148 expert studiesto be publishethent of the GDR as a “Core Area of Ger-
the structures, strategies, and instrumentsaibng with the hearings in 1995, the mostany” and the All-German Claims of KPD
the SED-dictatorship (e.g., the relationshipteresting for Cold War historians includeand SED (M. Overesch); Role and Signifi-
of SED and state, the structure of the statbe following (only short title given): War cance of the Bloc Parties (G. Papcke); the
security organs, the role of the “bourgeci®amages and Reparations (L. Baar/WNational” Policy of the KPD/SED (W.
bloc parties,” and the militarization of EasMatschke); Deutschlandpolitik of the SPDPfeiler); Deutschlandpolitik of the CDU/
German society); (2) the significance ofFDP Coalition 1969-1982 (W. Bleek); StateCSU/FDP Coalition, 1982-1989 (H.
ideology and integrating factors such aand Party Rule in the GDR (G. Brunner)Potthoff); Transformation of the Party Sys-
Marxism-Leninismand anti-fascism (aswellWar Damage and Reparations (Chtem 1945-1950 (M. Richter); Role and Sig-
as the role of education, literature, and thBuchheim); Political Upheaval in Eastermificance of the Bloc Parties (M. Richter);
arts); (3) human rights violations, acts an&urope and Its Significance for the Opposibeutschlandpolitik of the SED (K.H.
mechanisms of repression, and the possibiflon Movement in the GDR (G. Dalos); OnSchmidt); The Integration of the GDR into
ity for further restitution of victims; (4) the the Use of the MfS Records (R. EngelmannOMECON (A. Schiler); Influence of the
variety and potential of resistance and opp8Special Camps” of the Soviet OccupatiorSED on West German Political Parties (J.
sition movements; (5) the role of thePower, 1945-1950 (G. Finn); The Wall SynStaadt); Opposition within the LDPD (S.
churches; (6) the impact of the internationalrome—Impact of the Wall on the GDRSuckut); Operation “Recovery”: The Crush-
system and in particular of Soviet policy inrPopulation (H.-J. Fischbeck); Germany aBg of the Prague Spring as Reflected in the
Germany; (7) the impact of the FRG-GDRan Object of Allied Policy, 1941-1949 (A.MfS Records (M. Tantscher); The Round
relationship (e.ddeutschlandpolitikinner-  Fischer/M. Rissmann); Reports of the Soviefable and the Deposing of the SED: Impedi-
German relations, influence of West GerHigh Commission in Germany 1953/1954ments on the Way to Free Elections (U.
man media on the GDR, and activities of thBocuments from the Archives for ForeignThaysen); On the Function of Marxism-
GDR in West Germany); and (8) the signifiPolicy of the Russian Federation (J. Foitzik).eninism (H. Weber/L. Lange); The Ger-
cance of historical continuity in GermanGerman Question and the Germans: Attiman Question: Continuity and Changes in
political culture in the twentieth centuty. tudes AmongEast German Youth (P. Férstefj¥est German Public Opinion, 1945/49-1990
In over 27 months, the committee orgainternational Framework of (W. Weidenfeld). While the expert studies
nized 44 public hearings with more than 32Deutschlandpolitik, 1949-1955 (H. Graml);are officially not yet available, transcripts of
historians and eyewitnesses and contract&gutschlandpolitik of the SPD/FDP Coali-the hearings can be obtained from the
148 expert studies, producing a massivion, 1969-1982 (J. Hacker); Case Study: Bundestag?
collection altogether of over 15,000 pageslovember 1989 (H.-H. Hertle); The Self-
of material on the SED-dictatorshf.On Representation of the GDR in International  Stiftung Archiv der Parteien und
17 June 1994, the committee presentedHuman Rights Organizations (K. Ipsen); Massenorganisationen der DDR im
final report of over 300 pages which sum®eutschlandpolitik of the CDU/CSU/FDP Bundesarchiv
up some of the findings, reflecting politi-Coalition, 1982-1989 (W. J&ager);
cally controversial issues through “minor-Deutschlandpolitik of the Adenauer Gov-  Nextto the Stasi files, the records of the
ity votes.” While the committee’s main ernments (C. KleBmann); Opposition in th&ozialistiche Einheitspartei Deutschlands
focus, as reflected in the report, was th€DR, From the Honecker Era to the Polis(SED), comprising over 26,000 ft. of docu-
SED apparatus, the Ministry for State SecuRevolution 1980/81 (C. KleBmann); Westments, as well as the records of former
rity, and political persecution and repres&erman Political Parties and the GDR Oppd=ommunist front organizations such as the
sion, much of the committee’s work becamesition (W. Knabe); Patriotism and NationalFree German Youth (FDJ), the Democratic
heavily politicized, as the ensuing parliatdentity among East Germans (A. Kdhler)Women’s League (DFB), the Cultural
mentary debate over the validity and sudNVA [the East German New People’s Army]League, the National Democratic Party
cess of the various brands 0f956-1990 (P.J. Lapp); Deutschland-politiKNDPD), the Foundation for Soviet-German
“Deutschlandpolitik” (Konrad Adenauer’'sof the Erhard Government and the Gredtriendship, andthe Free German Union Fed-
“policy of strength” vs. Willy Brandt's Coalition (W. Link); International Condi- eration (FDGB), constitute the most impor-
“policy of small steps”) demonstratétl. tions of Deutschland-politik, 1961-1989 (W.tant sources for the history of the GDR.
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These records are now in the custody of @aaerman records differ considerably in theidents. The institute stresses an interdiscipli-

independent foundation within the Federallegree of accessibility. nary approach to GDR history and therefore
Archives system, th&tiftung“Archiv der is comprised not only of historians but econo-
Parteien und Massenorganisationen Ministerium fir Auswartige mists, political scientists, and cultural ana-
[SAPMO] der DDR im Bundesarchiv,” cre- Angelegenheiten lysts as well as Germanists. With a growing
ated in April 1992 and fully established in number of Western Germans, the institute is
January 1993 according to an amendmentto The disparity in the treatment of records rare experiment in bridging the East-West
the Federal Archives Laf. according to whether they are officially catgap and expediting the professional reha-

Thus, in contrast, to the 1991-1992 peegorized as state or private crucially affectekiilitation of scholars from the ex-GDR. In-
riod—when the SED records were by anthe fate of the records of the former Eagerestingly, the scientific discourse at the
large still in the hands of the successdBerman foreign ministry (MfAA). In con- FSP has usually not split along the East-
organization to the SED empire, the Party dfast to the “open door” policy which gov-West faultline. Criticism of the institute’s
Democratic Socialism (PDS), and located ierned most SED records, the FRG Foreigoersonnel policy—and especially the inclu-
the Central Party Archives in the formemMinistry, traditionally conservative in de-sion of politically-compromised members
“Institute for Marxism-Leninism” (IML)— classifying records, until recently refused t@f the former East German academic elite—
full access to the SED papers has now beafiow access to the MfAA files which it hadhas been voiced by Armin Mitter and Stefan
assured with the establishment of the fourseized upon unification. Political sensitivityWolle of the Independent Historians League
dation and its integration into the Federabn the part of the FDP-dominated foreigmnd is partly responsible for the founding of
Archives. Even the internal archive of theministry, rather than the need for meticulouthe Potsdam Office of the Munich-based
SED politburo is now accessible to researcheview and organization as the foreign minknstitute for Contemporary Histofy. Cur-
ers. There are few restrictions on the use @ftry claimed, explained the steadfast refusaént FSP research projects include industrial
the records, primarily those pertaining tafthe Auswartiges Amt (AA) to release theproblemsinthe GDR (J. Roesler, B. Ciesla);
privacy exemptions. The Stiftung also housedfAA records, many scholars believe.the legacy of Nazism and the tradition of
the huge holdings of the former IML libraryHowever, due to parliamentary and publicesistance in East and West Germany (J.
with its massive collection on internationapressure, the AA has now opened its aBanyel, O. Groehler); SED Deutsch-
and German communism, international anchives to researchers. As of August 1994andpolitik (M. Lemke); the SED’s concept
German workers’ movements, and GDRMfAA records for the period up to 1963 (30-of a “Socialist nation GDR” (J. Reuter);
history® The records of the former “bour-years rule) are accessibfeglthough prior reparations and Soviet policy towards Ger-

geois” political parties in the GDR, the Lib-application for research is requir&d. many (J. Laufer); SED history (M. Kaiser);
eral Democratic Party (LDPD) and the Chris- socialization and youth under the SED dic-
tian Democratic Union (CDU), were taken  The New Institutional Landscape tatorship (L. Ansorg, S. Hader, J. Petzold);
over by the FDP-sponsored Archiv des agrarian reform and collectivization in

Deutschen Liberalismus in Gummersbach One of the new institutional experi-Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 1945-1960 (A.
and the Archiv fUr Christlich-Demokratischements on the German research scene is Bauernkdmper); the SED’s policy towards
Politik (affiliated with the CDU) in St. “Forschungsschwerpunkt Zeithistorische Jews (M. KefRler); the social history of the
Augustin, respectively. Unclear as of now iStudien” (FSP)—Center for ContemporaryPeople’s Police (T. Lindenberger); bureau-
the fate of the files of the West Germarstudies—ofth&drderungsgesellschaftfir cracy and parties in the GDR (M. Kaiser, F.
Communist Party (KPD), currently in thewissenschaftliche Neuvorhaberan affili- Dietze); and dissident traditions in the GDR
custody of the party leadership and not aate organization of the Max Planck Foundaand Poland (H. Fehr). In June 1993, the FSP

cessible for research. tion® Funded by the Federal Governmeniade its debut with a symposium on “The
for a transitional period (until 1995), at leasGDR as History,” followed in October 1993
Bundesarchiv, Abt. Potsdam initially, the institute, under the directorshipby a conference on “The Divided Past: The

of Jirgen Kocka and Christoph KlessmanrRost-War Treatment of National Socialism

Consistent with its traditional task ashas evolved into one of the leading centend Resistance in the Two German States.”
custodian of all central/federal German govfor GDR history. Research at the FSP foAlong with Essen University, the FSP co-
ernment records, the Bundesarchiv was enuses on the history of the GDR “in a broatiosted the June 28-July 2 conference on
trusted with records of the former GDRcontext and in comparative perspective,”“New Evidence from the Eastern Archives.
government. Since access to governmeaimphasizing an understanding of East Gefhe Soviet Union, Germany and the Cold
records, according to the German Archivainan history as “part of long-term historicaWar, 1945-1962,” sponsored by the Cold
Law, is granted on the basis of the 30-yeapgocesses” and thus reaching back to the latéar International History Project. The FSP’s
rule, GDR governmentrecords are availabl&dth and early 20th century. Rooted in th&llowship program is open to foreign re-
for the 1949-1963 period at thepeculiar German tradition of independensearchers’
Bundesarchiv’'s Potsdam branch, the formeesearch institutes, the institute’s unigue The Mannheimer Zentrum fur
Central German Archives of the Deutschesharacter derives from the fact that its felEuropéische SozialforschungMannheim
Reich!” Since the corresponding SEDows, for the most part East Germans, contéenter for European Social Research), Sec-
records (technically considered private rathdrom different political backgrounds, thustion “GDR” (Director. Hermann Weber),
than state) are open through 1989-90, Eastluding ex-SED members as well as dissthe leading research institution for the his-
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tory of the GDR in Western Germany, orga¢K. Schroeder, M. Wilke); opposition within 11. The report can be obtained by writing to Deutscher
nized an international symposium in Februthe GDR since the 1980s (K. Schroeder); arfif"destag, Referat Offentlichkeitsarbeit, Bundeshaus,
“ . . . . . 113 Bonn, FRG; tel.: 228-165287/88; fax: 228-

ary 1992 on “White Spots in the History ofa number of aspects of GDR industrial develg7506°
the World Communism: Stalinist Purgeopment. Most recently, the Forschungst2. For the final debate on the committee report, see
and Terror in the European Communist Parerbund published a documentary collectioReutscher Bundestag, Stenographischer Bericht, 234th
ties since the 19308% In 1993, the on the plans of the Moscow-based KP[¥ession, 17 June1994.

. . L . . 13. For publication information contact the Deutscher
Mannhelm Center edited a systemqtlg Ilsleaderghlﬁi and a collection 'of essays O ndestag, Referat Offentlichkeitsarbeit.
ing of currentresearch projects pertaining térhe History and Transformation of the SED14. Hermann Weber, “Die aktuelle Situation in den
GDR history. Published by the DeutscheBtate.”® The association is preparing majofrchiven fur die Erforschung der DDR-Geschichte,”

Bundestag as “Forschungsprojekte zueditions of the SED’s role in the 1968 CzecHe“tsng&%”\%‘i:‘Ze(lﬁ?:i‘é’ci?gfsi 10116 Beriin
DDR-Geschichte” in 1994, it lists 759 suclCrisis as well as in 1980-81 Polish Crisis anéSR'G‘ tel.: 30-4426837. o ’

projects, 51 of which fall into the categorie®n the “crisis summits” of the Warsaw Pactis. weber, “Die aktuelle Situation,” 692.
“The German Question,” GDR foreign rela-At the Federal Institute for Russian, East 17. Bundesarchiv, Abt. Potsdam, Tizianstr. 13, 14467

tions, and GDR military histordf. Research- European and International Studies Fotsdam. FRG, tel.: 331-314331. s
. . . . . . . 18. Author’s correspondence with the Auswartiges
ers interested in registering their projeBIOst) in Cologne, a federally-funded re-am; 3 august 1994 and 15 August 1994.

should contact the Mannheim Center. Theearch institute, F. Oldenburg is engaged ib. The archives are open Mondays through Fridays
Center’'s main current project is a six-vola larger study on Soviet-GDR relations in th&:30 amto 12.30 pm. To apply for permission to use the

ume history of the GDR, 1945-1990, base#i980s, and G. Wettig is researching SoviéfAA files and for information on the further proce-
dure contact Politisches Archiv des Auswartigen Amts,

on the new sources. In 1993, the institugolicy in Germany in the late 1940s and earligitach 1148, 53001 Bonn, FRG: tel.: 228-172161:
started publishing “Jahrbuch fir Historischd 950s as well as the Soviet role during theax: 228-173402.
Kommunismus-forschung” [Yearbook forcollapse of the GDR The Archiv des 20. The following based on Forderungsgeesellschaft

Historical Research on Communism] and ideutschen Liberalismusof the Friedrich fU' wissenschaftiiche = Neuvorhaben, ed.,
o . w . Tatigkeitsbericht 1993 der geisteswissenschaftlichen
continuing a document collection on “Op-Naumann Foundation in Gummersbach hag,.schungsschwerpunkfeunich: FGWN, 1994), and

position and Resistance inthe GDR.” Othesompleted a research project on the histomtibrook, “New Historikerstreit,” 203-207.
projects include a history of the FDJ, 1945ef the LDPD 1945-1952, and in Decembe®l. Institut fur Zeitgeschichte, AuRenstelle Potsdam,

1965 (U. Maehlert); a history of the1993 hosted a colloquium on “Bourgeoi%?riiﬁeé?%oozgggfsggg“’t'eﬁb;éf_‘giggsml' Tizianstr.
Deutschlandpolitik of the bloc parties; and ®arties in the GDR, 1945-1953.” Apart fronmbs’ Eurther information on the institute can be obtained

study of the role of anti-fascism in the earlyhe records of the (West) German Free Dem@om Forschungsschwerpunkt Zeithistorische Studien,
years of the GDRE cratic Party (FDP), the archives now housdgirderungsgeselischaft wissenschaftliche Neuvorhaben

Another organization on the GDR re+he records of the former LDPD, accessiblgsbo"c')ﬁ;“_ *;f(’_‘%';llf‘;ééggfg Potsdam, FRG, tel.: 331-
search scene is thfeorschungsverbund for the years 1945-1990. The institute grants tne proceedings were published in 1993: Herrmann

SED-Staat® at the Free University of Ber-dissertation fellowship¥. Weber and Dietrich Staritz, edégmmunisten verfolgen
lin, a research association established in Kommunisten[Communists Persecute Communists]

1992 under the energetic guidance of, Mary Fulbrook, “NevHistorikerstreit Missed Op- (23erl'll'r;1:epijkoac?kelgIsa\;eglaagbtlzgggat no charge from the
Manfred Wilke and Klaus Schroeder. Th@ortunity or New Beginning,German History12:2 y

994), 203 Enquete-Kommission (for address see above).
Forschungsverbund w liber ff A i i i (
orschungsve bund was a deliberate e Hope M. Harrison, “Inside the SED Archives: A25. For information contact Mannheimer Zentrum fiir

searcher's Diary,Cold War International History Européaische Sozialforschung, Universitat Mannheim,

Western research on the GDR, a traditioproject Bulletin2 (Fall 1992), 20-21, 28-32. Arbeitsbereich IV: DDR-Geschichte, Postfach, 68131
. . For the d | tori ’ t 19'93 Axel Eroh Mannheim, FRG, tel.: 621-2928592; fax: 621-2928435;
which had come to de-emphasize the funda- For the development prior to See AXe! FIONML il direkt@mzes.sowi.uni-mannheim.de.

“

mental difference in political values in favor ATchives in the New German Lander,” Dold War ¢ " io\niversitt Berlin, Forschungsverbund SED-
n ductioni d di fth nternational History Project Bulleti2 (Fall 1992), 20- Staat. Ihnestr. 53. 14195 Berlin. ERG. tel.- 30-8382091
of a reductionist understanding of the Easky 5557, and Notes by Stephen Connors, ibid., 27. ; O ' e ’

. L A . fax: 30-8385141.
West German rivalry as t'he competition Of. Klaus-Dietmar Henke, ZurNutzung und Auswertung,; * 50 "Frier Horst Laude, Manfred Wilke, eds.,
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GDR ORAL HISTORY mattered most in their lives. Sometimegheir own conclusions about the honesty and
continued from page 35 they took the interviews in directions that wesincerity of each interview. Occasionally,
relationship to policymaking; we particu-could not have anticipated. we detected moments of outright dishon-

larly emphasized former members of SED  Notsurprisingly, we initially approachedesty. Sometimes our interviewees simply
policy institutes, such as the Academy obur interviews with certain guiding precon+efused to talk about embarrassing moments
Social Sciences and the Institute of Politicseptions about how our discussions mighi their lives (e.g., association with the Stasi).
and Economics. Finally, as the Oral Historprogress and what we might discover. A%here was also a recurring tendency for
Project grew, we decided to develop a fourttihe Oral History Project developed, some ofounger individuals, or those lowest on the
group of interviewees in order to cast lighthese assumptions were borne out; but prold hierarchy, to portray themselves as some-
upon the transition from the GDR to unifiedvocatively, others were not. In every casehing they were not before 1989—such as
Germany. This category was drawn fronmowever, our successes and failures turnetbset reformists or enthusiastic Gorbachev
former dissidents who became politiciansput to be enormously revealing about theupporters. There were also frequent lapses
including such wide-ranging personalitiesiature of the project itself and about Eagif memory; some older interviewees re-
as Markus Meckel, Lothar de Maiziere, Jen&erman history. membered the “anti-fascist struggles” of the
Reich, and Wolfgang Ullmann. Our first preconception was that wdate 1920s with absolute clarity, but could
From the outset, the project’s organizmight have a hard time getting some of theot recall the 1950s at alll.
ers were confronted with a question that aihost senior SED officials to talk openly = These sorts of problems afflict all oral
oral historians face: howto find an appropriabout their past. This concern turned out teistories. Yet, there were many moments
ate balance between the competing normsé unfounded; in the majority of cases, theyhen we could not help but be struck by the
“richness” and “rigor.” Rigor involves the seemed to speak freely about their expertandor of our interviewees. Many showed a
kind of rigidly-structured interviews thatences, particularly when we assured thesurprising readiness to talk about issues that
lend themselves to social scientific generalthat we were not interested in “sensationaliste expected to be embarrassing to them.
zation and even quantification; richness, ijournalism.” With only a few exceptions—The best example of this was the Berlin
contrast, favors the unique political and pemprimarily, those facing criminal prosecu-Wall, which they nearly always defended in
sonal story of each individual to be intertion—it was quite easy to gain access tanimated terms. From the first days of the
viewed. Onthe side of rigor, we provided althese former leaders, even to individualgiterview project, there was also a telling
of our interviewers with a concrete set ofvho had granted no other interviews teecognition among the leading representa-
core questions to guarantee that the intamesterners. We had an unexpected advaives of the SED elite that they had lost the
views would not be entirely random. Nearlytage: for the most part, we were Americangattle with the West and that they were
all those interviewed were asked previouslindeed Americans from the well-knownbeginning to accept this reality. Thus, there
formulated questions about their family backHoover Institution. In the perception ofwas none of the crazed rambling and denial
ground and social class, particular path tmany of our interviewees, we were worthythat one found in previously published inter-
political engagement, views on the Germanwictors. Many were actually thrilled to wel-views with Erich Honecker. Among several
national question, perceptions of the outsideome representatives of the “class enemytiterviewees, there was even a notable re-
world, and personal experience withinto their living rooms, provided that wespect for their former opponents, such as the
policymaking in the GDR. would not turn over their interviews to oneEast German dissident Barbel Bohley, and
Yet, if we leaned in any particular direc-of the “boulevard newspapers,” like thethe late West German Green Petra Kelly.
tion in developing the project, itwas in favoBildzeitung Three eastern German sociaUndoubtedly, there were many points where
of richness. Clearly, we did not have thacientists also conducted interviews for usane wanted more self-criticism from our
resources to interview the number of repreFhey had the advantage of knowing how tdiscussion partners. Yet, some of our inter-
sentatives of the GDR elite that would havepeak the “language” of their former leadviewers wondered whether this same quality
been required for quantitative social-sciers. Onbalance, our main advantage seem&duld have been available from comparable
ence analysis. We also found that it was best be that no members of the Oral Historpoliticians in the West. As one eastern
to tailor many of our questions to the indiProject came from former West GermanyGerman interviewer reflected: “Any politi-
viduals’ own experiences, since we werghich was still regarded by our intervieweesal elite has to confront issues involving
dealing with very different sorts of peoplewith suspicion. moral integrity in the daily course of its
with diverse backgrounds and perspectives. In retrospect, the readiness of these iractivities, and each individual must make
Some, for example, had worked closely witldividuals to speak with us should probablis peace with truth as he can.”
major figures like Walter Ulbricht; othersnot have been so surprising. After all, by  Our second preconception was that we
had been uniquely positioned to understardepositing their thoughts in a major archivesould use such interviews to uncover new
major events, such as the 1968 invasion @fe were assuring them that we were takingcts about the GDR. No doubt, anyone
Czechoslovakia. We did not want any otheir experiences seriously, preserving thelistening to the hundreds of hours of tapes in
these memories, however idiosyncratic, teiews for posterity, and perhaps even helghis collection will encounter a number of
be lost to future historians. Finally, weing them to believe that their lives had nointeresting facts about distinct events in the
believed that after the formal questions werleeen lived in vain. This is no minor considEast German past (for example, about the
posed, it was crucial to let our discussioeration in view of what happened to thenysterious death of planning minister Erich
partners speak for themselves about wh&DR. Naturally, future scholars must reacipel in 1965, about the lack of East German
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involvement in the invasion of Czechosloand all other expressions of political activityplex relations that existed between the GDR
vakia in 1968, and about the banning of thimok place on a highly informal and personand its superpower ally, the USSR. It will
Soviet publicatiorSputnikin 1988). More- alized basis. Even the SED politburo had theot surprise anyone to hear that some differ-
over, the interviews also serve to undermineharacter of a rubber stamp; to the extent thahces existed between East Berlin and Mos-
many of the stereotypes that scholars hatieere were differences among its members-eew. But future scholars may be impressed
cultivated about some of East Germany’and these did exist on some questions—thdéy the extent of these differences, as re-
best-known politicians; sometimes the “gooavere only expressed on a private basis oveorded in the interviews, and by how far
guys” turn out to be not so good in thehe lunch table at the ruling body’s Tuesdabpack they reach in East German history (e.qg.,
recollections of their former associates, angheetings. It is striking that even those whn Ulbricht's efforts to push through the
the “bad guys” not nearly so bad. might have been considered personal croniesonomic reforms of the New Economic
Yet, one of our most interesting find-of SED General Secretary Erich HoneckeBystem inthe 1960s, despite manifest Soviet
ings is how little most policymakers, in-did not feel that they controlled very muchopposition). Additionally, the Oral History
cluding many members of the SED eliteThey, too, feltlike cogsinthe socialist wheelProject affords a unique perspective on the
actually knew about some of the most im-  In contrast to this image of a facelessast German-Soviet conflict that emerged
portant events and controversies of the Easten amorphous policymaking culture, theran the 1980s with the rise of Gorbachev’s
German past. We feel that this says a letas also provocative agreement in many eeformist leadership. Standard
about the nature of politicsinthe GDR. Thighe interviews that politics in the GDR hadremlinological approaches to the study of
really was a system which kept all politi-not always been so uniform and that it hadommunist leadership might lead one to
cally significant facts restricted to very fewchanged over time, particularly since thexpect the GDR politburo to have been di-
people. We discovered that even at politt950s. Those individuals who were politivided into factions of “Gorbachev oppo-
buro meetings, leaders discussed very littleally active in East Germany’s first decadements” and “Gorbachev supporters,” with
of substance. The mostimportant decisiongere practically unanimous in conveying aomparable divisions existing within the
were frequently made by two or three inditmage of policymaking during that periodSoviet leadership over policy to the GDR.
viduals walking in the woods on a weekendhat is conspicuously more collegial tharBut aside from a few slight exceptions, we
In these instances, expertise rarely playedamything later experienced in the GDRwere surprised to find almost no evidence of
major role. Among them, there was a consensus thidctional divisions over the GDR’s relation-
Even if we did not acquire the full East Germany’sfirstleader, Walter Ulbrichtship with Moscow.
stories about some of the events in the GDRas only aprimus inter paresn the early Of all of the great issues of the East
past that interested us most, the opportunify950s, and that those around him could ar@erman past, the interviews offer perhaps
to discuss such issues as the constructiondifl oppose his views on a regular basishe clearest picture of the evolution of East
the Berlin Wall or the SED’s opposition toThese findings seem to concur with the writBerlin's relations with the Federal Republic
Gorbachevwas unique. Indeed, future schdkn records in the SED archives. of Germany. They depict an exceptionally
ars may find that these interviews provide a  Finally, we came closest to meeting ouclose relationship between the two German
natural complement to the mountains dfourth preconception: that we could recordtates, in fact, one which defies all assertions
written documents that have recently besur interviewees’ views on the great issuethat the essence of West German policy was
come available to us in such collections a@nd great debates of the GDR past. In this hold the German question open for some
the SED Central Party Archives in Berlincase, we were listening to people’s memduture resolution. With German reunifica-
For in the latter case, we have huge neries of their perceptions, regardless of howion now an accepted fact, future scholars
reservoirs of historical facts, but frequentlywell they knew the details of an issue. Thegnay be intrigued to hear, from the eastern
lack the personal perspectives necessarydould say what was important to them, anGerman perspective, how seriously Bonn
interpret them. what was not. Many spoke passionateliook the GDR’s leaders and how much of
A third preconception was that weabout matters that had once been life or deaittlest German policy was predicated upon
would learn much more about policymakingjuestions for their country. This was, abovéhe assumption that the Berlin Wall would
processesinthe GDR. Thisturned outto tal, true of the long-disputed German naremain in place for “50 or even 100 years.”
true, although not for the reasons we enviional question. In contrastto some Western In sum, while the GDR Oral History
sioned. Initially, we thought that by inter-scholarship which has held the GDR’s naProject does not presume to offer a complete
viewing individuals at different levels of thetional policy to be little more than a tacticalor unbiased perspective on East Germany’s
SED’s decision-making apparatus, we wouldiversion, all of the interviews conveyed éistory, we believe it is a valuable source of
be able to construct a rough flow chart oftrong sense that, at least until the earipformation and interpretations for future
authority, showing how decisions moved.960s, if not later, the SED leadership genwscholars to use as they seek to make sense of
upward, downward, or outward in a cominely believed that it was offering a validthe GDR’s past. We are not aware of any
plex hierarchy. Not only did we neverGerman path to socialism. Ulbricht emergesomparable, publicly accessible projects on
encounter such structures, but we receivex$ practically obsessed with the issue, artde GDR’s history, particularly in Germany
constant affirmation that, by the 1980s, nmuch of his downfall in 1970-1971 can bétself, although much smaller interview col-
well-established hierarchies existed at alexplained in terms of this obsession. lections on the history of inter-German rela-
As we have already suggested, absolute Similarly, the Oral History Project of- tions in the 1960s and the roots of the East
power was concentrated in very few hand$grs a very nuanced perspective of the contGerman revolution of 1989 are being as-
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sembled. Nor do we know of any similgr SOVIET OCCUPATION lated from a recent collection of documents
efforts to capture the memories of comyga- continued from page 34 on Tiul'panov and SVAG, published in
rable political elites in other East Europepriet zone, but have been unable to documekltoscow and edited by Bernd Bonwetsch,

states, although the Hoover Institution
now beginning a similar interview proje
on the old Soviet elite. Therefore, we h

that the Oral History Project will inspir
researchers seeking to lay the foundati
for future scholarship on countries as

verse as Poland, Romania, Hungary, and
former Czechoslovakia.

Once the GDR Oral History Project
formally opened in November 1994, all i
terviews in the collection will be equall
accessible to interested scholars, provi
that interviewees have not previously
guested copyright restrictions on the us
the material. For further information on t
collection, contact:

Dr. Elena Danielson

Hoover Institution for War, Revolution,
and Peace

Stanford University

Stanford, CA 94305-6010

Phone: 415-723-3428; Fax: 415-723-16

E-mail: Danielson@Hoover.Stanford.edy

Prof. A. James McAdams

Helen Kellogg Institute for International
Studies

University of Notre Dame

Notre Dame, IN 46556

ilow and why these events occurred. Gennadii Bordiugov and Norman Naimark:
t  The career of Lieutenant Colonel (lateSVAG: Upravlenie propagandy (informatsii)
®ajor General) S. . Tiul'panovis centraltoi S. |. Tiul'panov 1945-1949: Sbornik
any analysis of Soviet decisionmaking in theokumentoySVAG: The Propaganda (In-
reastern zone. Tiul'panov was in charge dbrmation) Administration and S. I.
ithe Propaganda (later Information) AdminTiul’panov 1945-1949: A Document Col-
thetration of SVAG, and he dominated thdection] (Moscow: “Rossiia Molodaia,”
political life of the Soviet zone as no othedl994), 255 pp. The collection comprises
sRussian (or for that matter East Germargrimarily materials from RTsKhIDNFfond
figure. One can argue about the extent of his7,opis’ 128, but also contains several docu-
power and the reasons why he was able toents from otheropisy and from the
akert so much influence on the course dffiul’'panov family archive. The translated
vents. But there can be little question thaxcerpts from the first document printed
dfis machinations can be detected behirzelow provide a glimpse into Tiul'panov’s
evirtually every major political developmentunderstanding of his political tasks in the fall
in the zone. A clear understanding 06f 1946. Here, Tiul'panov provides a frank
Tiul'panov’s responsibilities and activitiesassessment of the parties and personalities
would go along way towards elucidating thémportant to furthering the Soviet cause in
dynamics of Soviet influence in Germany irGermany. The second document is a trans-
the early postwar years. lation of the 17 September 1949 report rec-
The partial opening of the Russian arommending his removal and detailing the
3<7:hives over the past three years has mattamped-up charges against him. As bestwe
possible a much more reliable rendition oknow, Tiul’panov was recalled from Berlin
Tiul’panov’s work in the eastern zone. Into Moscow at the end of September, shortly
particular, the former Central Party archivebefore the GDR’s official creation.
in Moscow, now called the Russian Storage  1would like to thank Andrei Ustinov for
Center for the Preservation of Contempdiis help with the translation from the Rus-
rary Documents (RTsKhIDNI), which con-sian. As arambling stenographic report, the
tain the records of the CPSU Central Contranslation of the first document required

Phone: 219-631-7119; Fax: 219-631-67fl fittee through 1952, contain important comeonsiderable editing.

E-mail: A.J.McAdams.5@ND.edu
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munications between Tiul’panov and his
Central Committee bosses. We learn frof@ocument I: From S. Tiul'panov’s Report at
hese communications that Tiul'lpanov wahe Meeting of the Commission of the Central
hnder constant investigation by his superfcommittee of the CPSU (b) to Evaluate the
ters in Moscow and that his goals and methoiCt'V't'es of the Propaganda Administration of
ebds of work were repeatedly questioned bSVAG — Stenographic Report, September 16,
>i§érty officials. His reports and those of his
bsuperiors make it possible to tear downthe  \yhat is the situation in the party itself
ynonolithic facade presented to the outsidgday?
'world (and to the Germans) by Soviet Mili-  — | believe that in no way should even the
itary Headquarters in Karlshorst. HistorianSED’s victory in the district elections be overes-
have known that Tiul’panov fell into disfa- timated. There are a humber of obvious major
egor in the late summer of 1949 and that hghortcomings that threaten the worker, Marxist,
Pwas removed from his position shortly begnd pro-Soviet nature of the SED, whichiit strived

n . . 0 attain at the outset and remain important in its
afore the creation of the GDR in October. Bu ork [today].

uthey have been able_only to SpeCUIat? about Most importantly, since the unification [of
ethe reasons why this happened. With th@e communist Party of Germany (KPD) and
hBpening of the Central Committee archivesocial Democratic Party of Germany (SPD) in
and the willingness of the Tiul'panov familythe SED in April 1946] there has been a notice-
Li0 turn over documents related to S. lable decline in party work within the SED itself.
pd’iul'panov’s career to Russian historiansThere is a marked political passivity among the

moval can also be solved felt among members of the SED. The Social

The following excerpts have been transDemocrats still feel frustrated by the attitudes of

Y

1993).

ourapparat; the commandants have treated them
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with cautious distance; and they felt that theyism among some former Communists. This seagreements [with the Social Democrats]. The
were not trusted completely and that they wergarianism is expressed in conversations, whiglournal, “Einheit,” which has [Otto] Grotewohl
treated inequitably. We have gotten past this bgre held in private apartments and sometimesnong its authors, as well as others, is still rarely
now to a certain extent, but not completely.  during the course of [party] meetings. [They saylead by the regular members of the party, and
Secondly, even the most farsighted Comithat we [Communists] have forfeited our revolumoreover, it is seldom read by [SED] functionar-
munists feel the need to discuss every issue witionary positions, that we alone would have sudes.
the Social Democrats in order not to offend themgeeded much better had there been no SED, and There still remains in the party a whole list
[and this] has led to a lessening of flexibility that the Social Democrats are not to be trustedf major [unanswered] questions. The time has
within the party. We sensed this especialljHere is an example for you: once one of mgome to ask these questions clearly. Otherwise
during the elections and referendum. One caimstructors came and said: “l am a Communist, she party may become dominated by opportunis-
also feel this in the Central Committee of thet's not even worth talking to him [a Socialtic and conciliatory members. Deviations from
party. Democrat], you can tell him by sight.” These ardarxist positions pose a substantial danger for
Full attention has been given to the technithe words of the Secretary of the most powerfuhe party. There is a significant percentage of
cal questions of the organization, but not to it®rganization [in Berlin] and this kind of attitudepetit-bourgeois members [in the SED]; 40 per-
political character. Organizational questions ofs cultivated by [Hermann] Matern. Thisis nottccent to 51 percent workers. Still, neither the
the party were considered, while issues having tmention [Waldemar] Schmidt, who has gone s€ommunists nor the Social Democrats under-
do with theapparat and with the masses, espefar as to invent the existence of a spy apparatstand the new forms shaping the struggle for
cially in Berlin, were obviously neglected. Thisamong Communists [allegedly] to inform onpower, the movement towards socialism. They
was demonstrated by the fact that there were r8ocial Democrats [in the SED]. Thisis over nowglo not understand that the SED is not a tactical
[SED] leaders at the biggest enterprises. Thbut serious problems remain. maneuver, but the situation by which they can
Social Democrats took advantage of this [fact] At the moment, it is hard to evaluate theachieve [....] that which was accomplished in our
and strengthened their position in Berlin prestrength of sectarianism among the [former] Coneountry by different means. They do not speak
cisely in the large enterprises and among thmunists, but one could estimate that in the Berliabout the dictatorship of the proletariat, but about
basic [workers’] organizations. organization approximately 10 percent [of thelemocracy. [Still], they have no understanding
Despite the merger of the parties, there isnembers] are so discontented that they are readfythe nature of the struggle after World War II.
still a sense that two distinct groups exist. Theo join another group in order to break offwiththe ~ Then there is another issue; the party can
results of the elections, which were discussed iISED. The problem is less serious in other resery easily retreat into nationalist positions. My
the Saxon party organization, offer [only] thegions. From the point of view of the Communisteomrades and | observed this even at the large
most recent example. The results of these elefin the SED] the party is considered to be moreneetings. When Grotewohl spoke in Halle about
tions prompted extremely heated debates.* Firstolid [than among former Social Democrats]social questions and equality between men and
of all, they [the Saxon party members] wereBut there is the danger that these Social Demwomen, he was greeted very quietly. Butas soon
disconcerted by the results because they hamtats hold key positions, and their group haas he touched upon the national question, all 440
counted on a much higher percentage of the votejuch more power. Itisimpossible to evaluate thiiousand [sic] applauded.
reflecting the extent to which they overestimategphenomenon of sectarianismin a simple manner, Recently this issue was raised at the large
their influence among the masses. They werbecause, at the same time, the right wing [thearty meeting in Chemnitz. They argued that
overly complacent because they could count o8ocial Democrats] dreams of the day when it wilhey did not have to orient themselves either on
our administrative support. They were reassurede able to drop out of the SED. [They] havéhe Soviet Union or on Great Britain. They
by the fact that they had more paper, posters argbtablished contacts with the Zehlendorf [SPD§hould be oriented on Germany. That said that
other resources, and, if necessary, there wasganization (we even have names) and with tHeussian workers live badly and that they, the

always the possibility to put some pressure [ofiWestern] Allies. Germans, should think only about the German
the population]. This led in Saxony to a major Nothing is simple. The same [Otto]working class.
overestimation of their influence on the massesBuchwitz, who completely supported the unifi- And now | would say the following. | am not

It was immediately obvious at the Saxon partycation, supervised the process in Saxony, and haadre that for all that the party proclaims on its
meeting... thatthere was a group of Social Demaserved time in [Nazi] prisons, when he comebanners, [whether] they have managed to distin-
crats talking on the one hand and a group dfere [to Berlin] he stays with those Social Demoguish between the correct national viewpoint on
earlier Communists on the other. One still nocrats who are members of the Zehlendorf organthis question and the nationalistic and chauvinis-
tices this everywhere.... zation. When he was confronted with this fact, hec [one]. In all the major addresses and reports in
Organizationally the party is also still not responded: “But he is my old friend, and outhe preelection period, in the speeches addressed
fully formed, which can be seen in the fact thapolitical differences are notrelevant.” Thereforeto wider audiences, the contents diverged from
even the exchange of party membership cardsontacts between the Berlin Social Democrats [iour censored versions. As a way of demonstrat-
has not yet been implemented, or, if it has beethe SED] and this group [the Zehlendorf, antiing confidence in themselves, they carried this to
implemented it has been done in such a way th&ED Social Democrats] sometimes have the chaxtremes. This was the case, when, at Poland’s
the individual’s files are processed but they keepcter of a party faction, and sometimes simply diorder, Pieck stated that soon the other half
their old membership cards. Both Social DemoSocial Democrats getting together.... We shoulgPolish-occupied Germany] would be theirs. Af-
crats and Communists keep their cards. Ansery cautious with them. ter Molotov’s speech, they [the SED party lead-
when you talk to them, they pull out their old Therefore, there are two wings [inthe party.prs] were given permission to state that as a
membership cards and say: “l am a former Com¥Fhere is another major shortcoming of the Cerserman party they welcomed any revision of the
munist and member of the SED.” This showdral Committee of the SED and its district comborders which would improve the situation of
that the party is not fully accepted as a reafnittees. They do not seek out and develop ne@ermany....
Marxist party.... cadres who can work consistently with the party  They are allowed to make this statement, but
We have another dangerous problem herektiv. we run the danger of allowing the party to revert
—And | don’t even know whether it is the more In addition, the party is just beginning theto extreme nationalism. Despite this, the SED’s
dangerous... and that is the presence of sectarigheoretical elucidation of all of our earlier dis-propaganda was unable to convince the popula-
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tion that the party is a real German party, and netho would be able to lead the masses during ti@atholic peasants, but mainly [the CDU includes]
simply the agents of the occupation authoritiegransition. those who belonged [before the war] to the Center
There are still countless such shortcomings and Fechner—the second Social Democrat, whBarty. Approximately 15 to 20 percent of the
failures of [the SED’s] propaganda.... wavers a great deal, a powerful parliamentaryarty is comprised of office workers and bureau-

Here is the principal question — how shouldagitator, activist, amember of the Reichstag.... Hzats....
the party develop? Those whom the Old Sociappears to be arather amorphous figure, not much For a long time, we thought of the LDP as a
Democrats call functionaries, understand thef a battler, though he has produced a number cdunterpoint to the CDU. | would even say that
connection with the party in this struggle, and wéine documents, denouncing [Kurt] Schumachewre promoted [the LDP] artificially. In October
firmly count on them. They are the basic partjof the SPD West]. and November of last year, we used [the LDP]
unit; they are those we call the paakfiv. Allthe Of the other Social Democrats who arevery time we had to put pressure onthe CDU. In
rest at best carry their membership cards and peyere—Lehmann, Gniffke: one can rely on themther words, we suckled a snake at our own
their party dues, but do not view the party’svith considerably less certainty. In the provincebreast. And in fact, before these elections this
decisions as binding. An example of this isve have only one such figure — Buchwitz, orparty never enjoyed any credit [among the popu-
Leipzig. Neither the provincial leadership [ofwhom one can rely, but he is the age of Pieck.lation] or any authority....
the Saxon SED] nor Berlin understand the condi- ~ As for the Communists, Pieck is undoubt- [Now I will speak about] the leadership of
tions in Leipzig. Twice they met and twice theyedly the most acceptable figure for all party menthe Kulturbund.** We have come to the firm
rejected the positions of the Central Committebers. Pieck is the all-around favorite, but often heonviction that itis now time to replace [Johannes
and the [provincial] committee. This is [notsays things that he should not; he too easiR.] Becher. It is impossible to tolerate him any
serious] under the conditions here, butin a diffemccepts compromising alliances and sometimesore. | spoke against [his removal] for a long
ent situation, such as during the Reichstag elestates even more than the situation permits. time, and we had many reservations. But now,
tions, these questions will require great atten- | do not see any sectarianism on Ulbricht'®specially in connection with [the process of the]
tion.[...] part. Ulbricht understands organizational workdefinition of classes and the intensification of the

As for the situation in the [SED] Central and he can secretly forge any political alliance arblitical struggle, we must prevent the Kulturbund
Committee itself. Grotewohl is the central figurekeep it secret. But Ulbricht is not trusted as tom becoming a gang of all the members of the
after Pieck in the Central Committee; and heerson. He speaks with greater precision and freelligentsia. We need it to become the cultural
enjoys authority among and the respect of nainderstands [the political situation] better thamagency of the democratic renewal of Germany, as
only Social Democrats but also Communists. (&nyone else. But they [members of the SEDjell as a society for [promoting] cultural rela-
am still working especially closely with him. | don’t like Ulbricht; they do not like him for his tions with the Soviet Union. The Kulturbund ...
visit him at his home. He has not visited me yeharshness. Moreover, relations betweelas to be changed and has to have its own leading
but | would like to invite him to mine.) All of his Grotewohl and Ulbricht are not satisfactory. Reaktiv. Without them, it [the Kulturbund] can only
behavior demonstrates that he sides with Marxisently Grotewohl said [to Ulbricht]: you know, be of harm and not of use, and Becher cannot and
positions quickly and firmly, and for him there isPieck is the leader of the party, not you. Howevedoes not want to change it.
no problem of speaking up at any meeting, and @t big meetings, Ulbricht always commands a In his intellectual aspirations, Becher is not
speaking up very strongly and saying: if we loolgreat deal of respect, and even more for his effonly not a Marxist, but he is directly tied to
at the struggle in our social life, then we willciency at the meetings of the Central Committe&Vestern European democratic [thinking], if not
crush our enemies by force of arms. However, af the district committees, of functionaries, ando England and America. He is ashamed to say
the beginning [of the occupation] he would havethers.... that he is a member of the Central Committee of
never used this expression, but he [now] seesand Now | will move to the characterization ofthe SED. He hides this in every way. He even
feels that these things are acceptable. Nevertitbe LDP [Liberal Democratic Party]. The LDPnever allows us to call him Comrade, and always
less, he has a very well-known past as a Sociaks regarded by all of us as a counterweightto therr Becher. [He] avoids any sharp political
Democrat. | remember how he hesitated befot@DU [Christian Democratic Union], which dur- speeches in the Kulturbund. Becher is well
he came to [his present stance]. | remember higg the last year, from the beginning of the liberaknown enough; in the current situation he repre-
[hesitation] during his last discussion with thetion though all of 1945 until the beginning ofsents the progressive intelligentsia. He would
Marshal [Zhukov, in February 1946], when therel 946, constituted the major party (within thenot, and did not want to, let [Erich] Weinert into
was only he [Grotewohl] and no one else, and tHeamework of democratic organizations), to whichihe Kulturbund. He did not want to let [Friedrich]
Marshal tackled the question of the politicalwere attracted reactionaries [and] anti-Soviet el&olf take partin it, and he despises all party work
situation—whether or not he [Grotewohl] wantednents who were looking for outlets to expresE...]
or did not want [to join with the Communists], their discontent.
this was the political choice. [Zhukov] pointed | will begin with the CDU. We understand Source: RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 128, delo
out the differences between us and the [Westerpgrfectly well that it is impossible to change thd49; SVAG Shornik pp. 155-176.)
Allies. Nevertheless, [said Zhukov,] | am used tposition of the hostile classes and that it is impos-
fighting for the interests of the working class, andible to make this party pro-Soviet. But we cah [Local (Gemeindgelections were held in the Soviet
we, if necessary, will crush all [opponents]accomplish the goal of depriving [the CDU] of thezone on 1-15 September 1946; State Asserhblydtag
Grotewohl demanded permission to travel tpossibility of making anti-Soviet and ambiguougnd Regional AssemblyK(eistag elections in the
another zone. He went, reviewed [the situationftatements; [we] can strengthen the scattergd"/et Zone. as well as voting for the Berlin city

. g . - - . . overnment, were conducted on 20 October 1946.—

and said, | will go along with you [the Soviets].democratic elements in this party. Therefor

In conjunction with a new [wave of] dis- when this party turned out to be an obvious threat .[Kulturbund refers to the Kulturbund fuer
mantling and with the fact that difficulties [in theand synonymous with everything reactionary, Wgemokratische Erneuverung—the Cultural Association
economy] will not diminish but may even getundertook to arrange the replacement of [Andreafg Democratic Renewal. See David Pikhe Politics
more serious, the danger exists that if we leaudermes with [Jakob] Kaiser [in December 1945]..0f Culture in Soviet-Occupied Germany, 1945-1949
here that we will leave behind only one sucltCurrently, this party has a very diverse compos{Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992), 80-88. —
figure [as Grotewohl], that even in the Centration, comprised of the following elements: first of\:-M]
Committee we don’'t have prominent figuresall, there is a significant group of workers and
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Document II: Report of the Deputy Chief of the | regard it as undesirable to keep MajoFollowing are notes of the same meeting
GPU (Main Political Administration) of the General TIUL'PANOV in the Soviet Military taken by Pieck, discovered in the SED ar-
Armed Forces of the USSR, S. Shatilov, toAdministration in Germany. | consider it neceschives in Berlin, in Rolf Badstubner and
Politouro member G. Malenkov on the Dis- sary for the sake of the mission to relieve him ofyijlfried Loth, eds.,Wilhelm Pieck—

missal of Tiul'panov his post and not to let him reenter Germany. Th&ufzeichnungen zur Deutschlandpolitik,

Main Political Administration contemplates us'1945-19538erlin'Akademie Verlag, 1994)

September 17, 1949 ing TIUL’PANQV to work within our country. . .
Central Committee of the CPSU (b), Comrade = Comrades Vasilevskii and Chuikov supportggG'97 (translation by Stephen Connors):
Malenkov G.M. the proposal to relieve Major General

Final Discussion on 7 April 1952—11:20 p.m.

TIUL’PANQV of his duties in the Soviet Mili- |
in Moscow

| request permission to relieve Major Gentary Administration in Germany.
eral TIUL'PANOV Sergei Ivanovich of his post
as Chief of the Information Administration of the 17 September 1949 S
Soviet Military Administration in Germany, plac- SHATILOV Situation: .
ing him under the command of the Main Political no Cqmpromlses .
Administration of the Armed Forces. (Source: RTsKhIDNI, fond 17, opis’ 118, deloCreatlon_of a E_uropean-Army—not against the
It has been established that the parents B67: SVAG Sbornik pp. 233-234.) EU [Soviet Union] but rather about Power in
Major General TIUL'PANOV were convicted of urope
espionage: the father in 1938, the mother in 1948orman M. Naimark is Professor of History at Stanfordatlantic Treaty—independent State in the West
The wife of TIUL'PANOV’s brother was in University; hisThe Soviet Occupation of Germany pemarcation line dangerous Borders
contactwith the Secretary of one of the embassi#d! be published by Harvard University Press in 1995, & | ine Germans (Stasi), behind [it] Soviet sol-
in Moscow—an agent of English intelligencem ———————————  (icrs
her father was sentenced to be shot as a member STALIN AND THE SED We must consider terrorist Acts.
of the right-wing Trotskyist organization. continued from page 35
TIUL’PANOV'’s brother and his brother’s wife i i i
are closely connected with the family of Major“g}r}léf;e?; f)?nSvEeg)Ss\tll.ogi\g(I:tl: (\;\(;Tnlﬁrlzgia{tvsgignRelnstate the liquidated Soviet garrisons
General TIUL'PANOV S.I. 0. Grotewohl 3000 _
At the end of 1948, organs of the MGB Armaments must be furnished,
[Ministry for State Security]in Germany arrestegesent: Comr[ade]s. Molotov, Malenkov immediately russian Arms with Rounds [of am-

LUKIN —TIUL'PANOV's driver —for traitor- - gyiganin. Semyonov (ACC [Allied Control Com- Tomiion] - -
ous intentions and for anti-Soviet agitationmisgion])’ Y (heel Military Training for Inflantry], Marine, Avia-

St[alin]: up to now all Proposals rejected

Defense:

LUKIN’s father betrayed his Motherland in 1928 Eli_OH,kSUbE?lrlineS i o
and fled to Iran. 7 April 1952 anks—Artillery will be supplie
Major General TIUL'PANOV concealed LRI A2 also [a] Rifle division

Eoﬁmann—24 Units—5800

the facts of the arrests and convictions of higom[rade]. Stalin said that the last time W. Piec ot Militia, but rather [a] well-trained Army
father, mother, and relatives from the party, andised the question about the prospects for “ﬁ/ervthinql I — .

he did not indicate these in his biographicgje,elopment of Germany in connection with the
information. _ Soviet proposals on a peace treaty and the polillage:

A number of employees of the Informationy the Americans and British in Germany. ComAlso Establishment of Productive-Associations
Administration departments have been arresteghe stalin considers that irrespective of any prda Villages,
lately on suspicion of espionage, and severglais that we can make on the German questionorder to isolate Large-scale farmers.
were recalled to the Soviet Union from Germanye \western powers will not agree with them an@lever to start in the Autumn.
for the reason of political unreliability. Major\yj| not withdraw from Germany in any case. Itcreate Examples—Concessions
General TIUL'PANOV took no initiative in in- o4 be a mistake to think that a compromis&eed-corn, Machines.
stituting these measures against the politicaliyight emerge or that the Americans will agrednstructors at their Disposal.
compromised persons. He did not approve Qfii, the draft of the peace treaty. The Americanforce No one
these measures, although he expressed no 0REAY their army in West Germany to hold Westerfido] not scream Kolchosen [Soviet collective
opposition to them. Europe in their hands. They say that they haearm]—Socialism.

) The e_lr.rested LUKIN, T|UL'PANOV'S_ there their army [to defend] against us. But thereate Facts. In the Beginning the Action.

driver, testified that TIUL'PANOV revealed hisyag| goal of this army is to control Europe. The—way to Socialism—state Prod[uction] is_so-
negative attitudes in the driver's presencmericans will draw West Germany into thecialistic

Fel'dman, the former employee of the Informaaantic pact. They will create West Germary, .
tion Administration who is now under arrestyqops. Adenauer is in the pocket of the Ameris etter Pay of the Engineers

testified that TIUL'PANOV made criminal bar-c4ns Al ex-fascists and generals also are thereér_’gl);more than workers
gains with his subordinates, engaged in extortioyajity there is an independent state being forméd

and received illegal funds. There were 35 boo ; partment

e et Cemany. oo s gz i o et

apartment. , , _ and West Germany must be seen as a frontier aRg™ qualified workers better than unqualified
By his nature TIUL'PANOV is secretive o a5 4 simple border but a dangerous one. OReopositions not dealt with

and notsincere. Overthe lastyear he has behaygekt strengthen the protection of this frontier. Party not dealt with Party conference

especially nervously, taking different measures KPD [Communist Party of Germany]

tofind outabout the attitude of the leading 0rgang,rce: APRF, Fond 45, opis 1, delo 303, list 179Economic conference

in Moscow towards him. Unity, Peace treaty—agitate further
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CWIHP CONFERENCE Moscow), “Soviet Policy and the Berlin Block- “Archival and Recent Research on the Early
ade, 1948-1949"; Chuck Pennachio (U. of ColoHistory of the Soviet Occupied Zone and the
significance of Soviet overtures toward théaqq)’. “Origins. of the 1948-49 Berlin Airlift German Democratic Republic,” ;L-Z.July.1994,
West to resolve the German Question bot%”S'.s' New Ewdeqce 1:r.om East Gferman ComFors_chungsschwerpunkt Zeithistorische
. . munist Party Archives”; Comment: Melvyn P.Studien (FSP), Potsdam

before and after Stalin Sdeath_m :_L953' SorT]_Pteffler (U. of Virginia) Panel 1: Details of the Internal Develop-
scholars (such as Prof. Dr. Wilfried Loth of  pane|3: The Early Years of the GDR. Chairment_of the Soviet Occupied Zone in_East
Essen University) contended that new evisamuel F. Wells, Jr. (Wilson Ctr.); Papers: AlexeGermany.(Chair: Jurgen Kocka, Director, FSP);
dence from the GDR archives, such as ttlitov (Inst. for General History, Moscow), “So- Papers: David Pike (U. of North Carolina/Chapel
notes of SED leader Wilhelm Pieck, suggesiet Policy and the Early Years of Two GermarHill), “The Politics of Culture in Soviet-Occu-
that Moscow’s proposals constituted a serPtates, 1949-1961"; Michael Lemke (FSP), “Apied and Early East Germany, 1945-1954"; N.
ous opportunity to unify Germany on aC_German Chance? The Inner-German DlscussmMalmark(Stanfo_rd U.),‘“Aboutthe_Russ_lans and
ceptable terms—and, by implication, to enalega”rdmg the Grotewohl Letter of Novembeapout Us™ Russmn-Ger.man relations |n"the So-
the division of Europe and the Cold Warl%o ; Comment: Rolf Badstubner _ v[eF Zone of Occupatlo_n, 1945_—1949 ; Ia_m
. . Panel 4. Roundtable on the Stalin Noted.ipinsky (Bonn U.), “Soviet Special Camps in
itself—but other_s argue@_' that reC‘?”t dISCIO('ihair: Rolf Steininger (Inst. for ContemporaryGermany, 1945-49: a Model for Allied Intern-
sures _from Soviet archives confirmed thejist  innsbruck); Papers: W. Loth (Essen U.): Ament Practice or for the Soviet Gulag System?”:
opposite, that they were advanced as a prehubarian (Inst. of Universal History, Moscow);Jurgen Danyel (FSP), “The Soviet Occupied
paganda tactic to undermine the Westenojtech Mastny (SAIS Bologna Ctr.); G. Wettig Zone’s Connection with the Nazi Past—Decreed
Alliance’s plans to arm West Germany. (BlOst); Ruud van Dijk (Contemporary Hist.anti-Fascism as the Basis of Legitimacy for the

At Potsdam, U.S. and German scholargst., Ohio U./Athens) German Democratic Republic’'s Founding Gen-
addressed topics that were virtually taboo PfineIS:S'_[aIin’s Successors and the Germ@mation”; Peter_WaIth_er (FSP), “The Germ_an
during the GDR era, such as the regime uestlon: Chair: !3ernd Bonwetsch (Ruhr-UnivAcademy of Splences in Bferlln as the Collective
attitudes toward Jews and the legacies of tl? crlum)z Paper_s. Mark Kramer (Harvard, BroyvrS_ctharIy Society an_d Natlona_l Research_ Orga-

. . . 1), “Soviet Policy, the June 1953 GDR Upris-ization of the Soviet Occupied Zone in the
Na_‘z' era, a”‘?‘ the r_msdgeds of SOY'EI OCCHTg, and the Post-Stalin Succession StruggleGerman Democratic Republic, 1946-1955"
pying forces, including widespread instanceg|agisiay zubok (National Security Archive  Panel 2: “The Archives and Research on the
of rape. In addition, representatives of varinsa)), “Soviet Foreign Policy in Germany andHistory of the Soviet Occupied Zone and the
ous German archives containing GDR matetustria and the Post-Stalin Succession StrugglEarly German Democratic Republic. Chair: Prof.
rials discussed the status of their holdingg953-1955"; Christian Ostermann (Hamburg U.)Kahlenberg, President of the Bundesarchivs,
The conference program follows: “The United States, East Germany, and the LimKoblenz; Papers: Hermann Schreyer, Bundes-

its of Roll-back in Germany, 1953”; Commenta-archiv, Abtig. Potsdam: Zentrale Uberlieferungen

“The Soviet Union, Germany, and the Cold tors: William Taubman (Amherst Coll.) and Jimder staatlichen Ebene; Hans-Joachim
War, 1945-1962: New Evidence from Eastern Hershberg (CWIHP) Schreckenbach, Potsdam: Staatliche Uber-
Archives,” 28-30 June 1994, Kultur- Panel 6: Soviet Policy Toward Germanyieferungen der Lander unter besonderer
wissenschaftliches Institut, Essen University 1955-58. Chair: Otmar Haberl (Essen U.); KarlBerucksichtigung des Landes Brandenburg;

Panel 1: Foundations of Postwar SovieHeinz Schlarp (Hamburg U.): “Adenauer’s TripRenate Schwarzel, Berlin: Uberlieferungen der
Policy on Germany. Chair: Alexander Chubariafio Moscow and the Establishment of Soviet-Wedetriebsarchive (angefragt); Sigrun Muhl-
(Inst. of Universal History, Moscow); Papers:German Relations, 1955"; Eduard GloeckneBenninghaus, Stiftung Archiv der Parteien und
Wilfried Loth (Essen U.), “Stalin’s Plans for “Khrushchev, Ulbricht, and Schirdewan: TheMassenorganisationender DDR im Bundesarchiv,
Postwar Germany”; Jochen Laufer (FSP), “Th&tory of an Abortive Reform Option in the GDR,Berlin: Zentrale Uberlieferungen der Parteien
Soviet Union and the Division of Germany into1956-1958"; Beate Ihme-Truchel (Free U., Berund Massenorganisationen; Hartmund Sander,
Zones”; Jan Foitzik (Mannheim U.), “Polish andin), “The Soviet Union and the Politics of theEvangelische Zentralarchiv, Berlin: Kirchliche
Czech Interest in the German Question, 194Rapacki Plan”; Commentator: Ron Pruessen (Quellenuberlieferungen am Beispiel der

continued from page 35

1949”; Comment: R.C. Raack (Calif. St. U.)  of Toronto) Evangelischen Kirche; Jochen Hecht
Panel 2: Soviet Policy and the Division of ~ Panel 7: The Berlin Crisis, 1958-62: Views(Referatsleiter AR 1, Abt. Archivbestande beim
Germany. from Moscow and East Berlin. Chair: W. TaubmamBundesbeauftragten fur die Unterlagen des

Session One: The Occupation. 1945-1948Amherst); Papers: Hope Harrison (Harvard [novBtaatssicherheitsdienstes der ehemaligen DDR):
Chair: Klaus Schwabe (Technische U., AachenBrandeis] U.), “New Evidence on Soviet-GDR*Die archivalische Hinterlassenschaft des
Papers: Gerhard Wettig (BIOst, Cologne), “All-Relations and the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1961"; V Staatssicherheitsdienstes der ehemaligen DDR,
German Unity and East German Separation Pubok (NSA), “Khrushchev’s Motives and So-Sicherung, Erschliessung, Nutzbarmachung”
Soviet Policy, 1947-1949"; Stefan Creuzbergeyiet Diplomacy in the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1962";  Panel 3: The Cold War and the Develop-
(Bonn U.), “Opportunism or Tactics? Ernstyames Richter (Bates Coll.), “Khrushchev, Doment of the Early GDR. Chair: J. Hershberg
Lemmer, the Soviet Occupying Power, and thegestic Politics and the Origins of the Berlin(CWIHP); Papers: Jeffrey Herf (Seminar fur
Handling of New ‘Key Documents™; Gennadii Crisis, 1958"; Bruce Menning (US Army Com-wissenschaftliche Politik, Freiburg U., and Inst.
Bordiugov (Moscow State U.), “The Riddle ofmand & General Staff Coll.), “The Berlin Crisisfor Advanced Study, Princeton), “East German
Colonel Tjulpanov”; Comment: Norman Naimark1961 from the Perspective of the Soviet Gener@lommunists and the Jewish Question: The Case
(Stanford U.) Staff’; Commentators: W. Burr (NSA/NHP); of Paul Merker”; Mario Kessler (FSP),

Session Two: The First Berlin Crisis, 1948+\/olfgang Krieger (Stiftung Wissenschaft und‘Responsiblity for Guilt and Restitution. The
1949. Chair: Robert S. Litwak (Wilson Ctr.); politik/NHP); and David Alan Rosenberg (TempleSED Policy and the Jews in the Soviet Occupa-

Papers: Victor Gobarev (Inst. of Military His-U./NHP) tion Zone, 1945-1949"; Catherine Epstein (Ctr.
tory, Moscow), “Soviet Military Plans and Ac- Closing Remarks: Charles Maier (Ctr. for Eurofor European Studies, Harvard U.), “Esteemed
tivities during the Berlin Crisis, 1948-1949"; pean Studies, Harvard U.) continued on page 85

Mikhail Narinsky (Inst. for Universal History,
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SOVIET EsPIONAGH

ATOMIC ESPIONAGE AND ITS SOVIET “WITNESSES”
by Vladislav Zubok

No trial jury should render a guilty verdict without solid evidence, and neither shq
scholars. Therefore historians and scientists reacted with deep skepticism when
recently-published memoiSpecial TasksPavel Sudoplatov, a notorious operative (
Stalin’s secret service, asserted that the KGB received secret atomic information
several eminent scientists who worked on the Manhattan Project, including J. R
Oppenheimer, Enrico Fermi, Leo Szilard, and Niels BoBudoplatov's claim that Bohr

had knowingly given sensitive atomic data to a Soviet intelligence operative in Novemhbgy,

1945, thereby helping the USSR to start its first controlled nuclear chain reaction fg

The publication this past spring of the memoirs
Memoirs of an Unwanted Withess—A Soviet Spyn
Leona P. Schecter (Little, Brown, and Co., 1994)—
prominent scientists who participated in the Manh:
ulilcluding J. Robert Oppenheimer, Enrico Fermi, |
n 'iiglear information to Sovietintelligence. Innewsp
f programs, as well as at a forum CWIHP-sponsored
frgmminent historians of nuclear_issue_s and of the
)bd?{munced the charges of atomic spying as at wor

gpecial Tasksand some supporters, stuck to their ¢

would eventually be released to buttress their acc
out the controversy.) The allegations raised seri
' tABout how to evaluate the memoirs and oral historie

production of weapons-grade plutoniéigenerated particular surprise and disbelief givgn the shadowy world of the intelligence agencies, w

the renowned Danish physicist's towering reputation for integrity and loyalty in
scientific world.

the  In the hope of helping readers evaluate at lea
KGB secret atomic information in late 1945 which

Only two months after Sudoplatov’s “revelations,” however, an important piecd dffstnuclear reactor—the Cold War International Hi

contemporary evidence surfaced. Sudoplatov’s original 1945 memorandum to Stal
Lavrenty Beria, retrieved from “Stalin’s Filepépka Stalinqin the State Archive of the

Russian Federation (GAR¥-Jefutes the allegation that Bohr improperly helped the Soe

atomic program and clandestinely passed secret Manhattan Project data to Beria’s
gers. Notwithstanding journalistic claims to the contf@ydoplatov’s contention that thel

h gr‘ijginal KGB report, drafted by Sudoplatov himself,
top-secret documents—a cover memorandum to
Beria; the attached record of the interrogation of

cientific director of the Soviet nuclear project—t
ES58Pted. They were located in Beria’s files in the S

acronym, GARF), and provided to CWIHP by Rus

approach to Bohr was “essential to starting the Soviet reactor” has proved to be aj meussian physicist and historian Yuri Smirnov. Botl

fantasy.

taries, and the document is also commented upon

The cloud over Bohr should have been dispelled, but a larger question re
unanswered: how should one judge the claims of a group of “withesses” from the

athg Bomb. Aware that all three take a critical view
Wisicomes responses to the articles here from Suc

secret police, intelligence, and elsewhere who have recently commented on Soviet psfioRival evidence) to contribute.

nage activities in 1941-1949 and their significance for Moscow’s atomic program? “Hre '

situation evokes an old Russian proverb: “Lying like an eyewitness.” Indeed, the clai
these “witnesses” are suspect for a number of reasons, including the possibility of h
agendas, personal biases, and the corrosive effect of time on human memories eve
there is no deliberate intention to distort them, a danger that is particularly acute when
attempt to recall events concerning a subject beyond their expertise and comprehe
That seems to be the major problem of most KGB commentators on atomic espi
especially since only a tiny group of intelligence officers at various stages controlle
Kremlin's atomic “networks” in the United States (Gaik Ovakimian, Leonid Kvasnik
Anatoli Yatskov, Semen Semyonov) and in Great Britain (Vladimir Barkovsky, Alexan
Feklisov). And even they, at the time of their operational work, were nothing more
conveyor belts of technical data between foreign sources and Soviet scientists.
The scientific head of the Soviet atomic program, Igor Kurchatov, sometimes wit
help of his closest colleagues, formulated requests for technical information. Only h
after August 1945 other members of the Scientific-Technical Council of the Soviet at

project, could competently evaluate the materials provided by Klaus Fuchs and otherspie

Kurchatov and other consumers of intelligence knew little or nothing of sources
methods, while Kvasnikov, Yatskov, Feklisov, and others knew very little of the prog

s-of
dden
when
eople
sion.
age,
the
ViHandwritten across top of page: “Make known tc
&ommissariat of State Security (NKGB) and Beria’
han
[28] November [1945]
the
, and

et

DOCUN
Beria’s Cover |

To Comrade

The famous physicist Professor Niels BOHR,
rned to Denmark from the USA and started wo
€S Niels BOHR is famous as a progressive-minc

hange of scientific achievements. This gave us
8%&tense of searching for equipment which the Gern

of atomic research and development back home. Bohr's interrogator, the scient{StoYestablish contact with Niels BOHR and obtain fr

Terletsky, according to a later interviewer, “had no real knowledge of what was goi
in the Soviet project, thus Beria was not afraid of sending him abfd&drthatov and his
people compiled a questionnaire for Bohr and trained Terletsky to use it before his mi
Feklisov received a similar briefing from an unnamed “atomic scientist” before goin
London to serve as control officer for Fuchs. “I had regrettably a weak knowledge of at
matters,” admitted Feklisov in a considerable understatément.

on The comrades who were sent: Colonel VASIL
[Yakov] TERLETSKY, and interpreter-engineer ARL
sRfAHR and organized two meetings with him.
The meetings took place on 14 and 16 Novemb
ﬁ% éhe Institute of Theoretical Physics. _
Com[rade]. TERLETSKY told BOHR that while
to visit the famous scientist and that BOHR's lectul

Stalin and Beria, the powerful secret police chief who after Hiroshimawas given charge |, the course of the conversations BOHR was

of the Soviet atomic project, effectively used this compartmentalization of informatio
prevent any leaks abroad. This system succeeded brilliantly when Western intelli
failed to penetrate the Soviet atomic project or predict the date of the USSR’s first al

testin August 1949.Yet, a half century later, this very success produces misunderstan
continued on page 52
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ence Attached are the questions, BOHR’s answe
iademician KURCHATOV.
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rmer KGB officer Pavel Sudoplato\Bpecial Tasks: The|
r, by Pavel and Anatolii Sudoplatov with Jerrold L. a
ked an angry controversy with its assertion that sev

 Project to build the atomic bomb during World War

Szilard, and Niels Bohr, had knowingly passed se
and magazine articles, press conferences, and televi
M at the Woodrow Wilson Center on 2 May 1994, sevi
3 as well as representatives of scientific organizatio

rrilous, at best unfounded and unproven; the authorq of
unt and maintained that documents in Russian archiyes
(See the Update section for a partial listing of articlgs

Juestions, not only about the accused physicists, but
Cold War participants, particularly those emerging fro
disinformation was an acceptedodus operandi.

e of Sudoplatov’s assertions—that Niels Bohr gave
ed the Soviet Union overcome difficulties in starting
y ProjectBulletin below reprints what purports to be th
)seph Stalin of the espionage approach to Bohr. The
from secret police chief and atomic overseer Lavr
r; and an evaluation by physicist Igor V. Kurchato
me available in Moscow in June after the controve
\rchive of the Russian Federation (known by its Rus
historian Vladislav M. Zubok, who received it from t
)ok and Smirnov also provided accompanying comm
vid Holloway in his article on sources for t8¢alin and
ne account of this episode$pecial TaskgheBulletin
ov or his authors, or others with evidence (particula

~

[ENT I:
Aemo to Stalin

SPECIAL FOLDER
No. 1-1 Copy no.

Top secret

m[rade]. [V.N.] Merkulov [Chairman of the People’s
1g-time deputy]. L. Beria 8/XI11” (8 December)]

STALIN [.V.

) participated in efforts to create the atomic bomb, h
| at his Institute of Theoretical Physics in Copenhagg
cientist and as a staunch supporter of the internatio
1ds to send to Denmark a group of employees, under
ad taken from Soviet scientific establishments, who w¢
im information about the problem of the atomic bom
SKY, the Candidate of physico-mathematical scienc

THE KGB MISSION TO NIELS BOHR: ITS REAL “SUCCESS”

d

al by Yuri N. Smirnov

et The reminiscences of Pavel Sudoplatov, a former Lieutenant General of the USSR

ionNKVD (People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs, later the Ministry of Internal Affairs),

ralrecently published in the West, attracted widespread atténtidnd though his book

S: Special Tasksvritten with the participation of three co-authors, is not yet known to Russian

readers, responses to it have appeared in our country as well. And the chapter whicl

Sudoplatov devoted entirely to Soviet atomic espionage elicited the most interest.

Iso  Theexplanationis simple:it's the first time one of the “main chiefs” in this area (during

the 1945-46 period) started to speak, particularly one who enjoyed Beria’s special sympa-

thy. Moreover, Sudoplatov suddenly “revealed” a piquant “detail”: that the elite of the

heAmerican atomic project, including world-famous physicists Niels Bohr, Enrico Fermi,

ts Robert Oppenheimer, Leo Szilard, and others, allegedly cooperated with Soviet intelligence
to pass atomic secrets to the USSR.

C€  Naturally, this last claim provoked a storm of indignation from veterans of the

U Manhattan Project, most prominently from Edward Teller, Hans Bethe, and Victor Weisskopf.
Teller stressed that the sensational chapter of Sudoplatov’s book, in his opinion, “is certainly

an'Wrong in many essential parts and quite possibly wrong in every re$pgotrie readers

e €ven concluded that the chapter was meant as a provocation.

But the emotional response to Sudoplatov’s book obscured one very significant detail
which explains a great deal. Sudoplatov is already 87 years old. And being of such a
venerable age, he decided, without going near any documents, to describe from memory th
mostimportant events, which demand particular precision, and with which he dealt literally
half a century ago. Naturally, his co-authors had to assume even more responsibility.
Unfortunately, preference was not given to real, confirmed facts, but to cheap, inflated
sensation. Where all this led—we will see in a very telling example.

For illustration | will use the most portentous episode described in Sudoplatov’s
“Atomic Spies” chapter—the Russian physicist Yakov Terletsky’s special trip to see Bohr
in Copenhagen in November 1945. Paradoxical as it may be, this episode illustrates Beria'’
insidious calculations and Bohr’s noble, selfless humanism, as well as political leaders’
cynical desire to subordinate epochal scientific achievements to the goals of “big” policy.
For Beria and Sudoplatov were not the only actors in this episode—the shadows of
Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin are visible as well.

Let’s turn to the facts.

At the end of October 1945, at Beria’s order, two employees of the “S” Department for
atomic intelligence activities under Sudoplatov—his deputy head, Colonel Vasilevsky, and
the physicist Terletsky, as well as the interpreter Arutyunov—were sent to Denmark to
establish contact and speak with Bohr. They managed to meet Bohr at his institute twice,
@S on 14 and 16 November 1945. As the result of this operation, Bohr's answers to 22 question:
nélwhich his visitors had asked of him were brought to Moscow and put at the disposal of
thé:)hysicist Igor V. Kurchatov, the scientific director of the Soviet nuclear weapons effort.
re If we evaluate these plain facts as did the head of the “S” Department, Sudoplatov, at
h. the time, or as did Beria, who headed the institution which carried out this operation, then
bs the espionage approach was undoubtedly a great success. But let us not hurry to fing

ENn-

<

>

JNOV, having identified appropriate pretexts, contacted conclusions; let us first see how Sudoplatov himself described Terletsky’s mission, goals,

der the pretense of Soviet scientist TERLETSKY'S vis

assing through Copenhagen, he considered it obligat

' Moscow University are still warmly recollected therq.

d several questions which were prepared in advanc
2ntists who deal with the atomic problem.
them, and also an evaluation of these answers

RIA/

~and results in his recent book:
it
A pivotal moment in the Soviet nuclear program occurred in November 1945. The

PTY first Soviet reactor had been built, but all attempts to put it into operation ended in

failure, and there had been an accident with plutonium. How to solve the problem? One
idea, which proved unrealistic, was to send a scientific delegation to the United States
to meet secretly with Oppenheimer, Fermi, and Szilard. Another suggestion to solve
the problem of the balky reactor was to send [the renowned Soviet physicist Peter]
Kapitsa to see Bohr in Denmark. Kapitsa by that time was no longer a member of the

P in

by

n page 57

J

continued on page 54
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ZUBOK impending Soviet test from his “source.that the scientists, justifiably, felt towards
continued from page 50 But it is highly improbable that Feklisovthe henchmen under the Stalin-Beria-
and even tensions between the intelligenegould reveal to Fuchs the name of the headderkulov command, who suddenly became
community and the community of atomicof the Soviet “team.” their collaborators and supervisors.
scientists in the former Soviet Union. Onthe same page Fuchs “tells” Feklisov:  After a brief stint in Department “S,”
For much of the Cold War, the Soviet'l am sure thatthe Soviet comrades, of cours8udoplatov plunged back into a familiar
intelligence elite believed firmly that itswill be able to build an atomic bomb withoutworld of sabotage, disinformation games,
activities contributed to the prevention oforeign assistance. But...I want the Soviednd assassinations-on-request. Inaword, he
war and to a stable peace in the dangerogevernment to save material resources amntinued to link his career to a repressive,
nuclear era. The “old-boys club” of thereduce the time of construction of nucleamurderous arm of the NKVD-KGB. The
KGB's First Directorate viewed its role inweapons.** arrogance, cynicism, and mistrust of intel-
the breaking of the U.S. atomic monopoly  The thesis that intelligence gave thdectuals of many people from this branch
with increasing pride, and the appearance 8oviet project a “short cut” on its road to thecontrasted with the cultural sophistication
(mostly Western) books on the Cold Wabomb is the strongest argument of “atomicfound among most officers from the techni-
which described Western plans for “atomiintelligence veterans. Yet, even this assecal-scientific intelligence service. The emi-
warfare” against the USSR augmented thiton is questioned by the scientific director ohent Soviet physicist Pyotr Kapitsa com-
feeling and deepened the desire for furthétrzamas-16 (the long-secret Soviet nuclegained in his letter of 25 November 1945 to
successes. weapons design laboratory), Yuli KharitonStalin, for example, that Beria “in particu-
In time, those perceptions and dimwho points out that in spite of a good haul ofar” conducted himself on the Special Com-
ming recollections blurred together intcatomic secrets in 1945, the obtained matenittee like a superman. “Comrade Beria’s
“memories.” Feklisov's book, for instance als “still required an enormous amount obasic weakness is that the conductor ought
is the firstin a series of publications, linkedvork on a great scale by our physicists beforgt only to wave the baton, but also to
with the Association of Russian Intelligencehey could be ‘put to use® And Stalin understand the score. In this respect Beria is
Veterans, ostensibly intended to promote kimself, when he met Kurchatov on 25 Januweak.™®
serious, unsensational view of the history airy 1946, told the physicist not to spare Intime even Beria learned to treat sci-
Soviet intelligence. The book takes intagesources, butto conduct “works broadly, oentists with respect, and some of the NKVD-
account some published documents as wélle Russian scalé? GULAG’s most capable administrators
as the criticism of the earlier journalistic At least one of Feklisov's “memories” (Makhnev, Zaveniagin, Zernov, and others)
publications on this subject by Yuli Khariton(that Oppenheimer was instrumentalin bringexcelled in managing the atomic project.
and other nuclear veterans. Neverthelessiriig Fuchs to Los Alamos) was “shared” byTrhe project’s unique quality and scale, in the
addstothelist of errors and oddities. Feklisovavel Sudoplatolf. Yet, it is important to eyes of all its principal collaborators, over-
asserts that the Smyth Report (August 1948)stinguish betweespecial Taskand the shadowed the early contributions of “atomic
contained “disinformation, in order to leadmemoirs of “atomic” intelligence officers spies.” Sudoplatov, however, did not share
astray scientists from other countries andike Feklisov. Sudoplatov’s “oral history,” this experiencé With a different personal
firstand foremost, the USSR” in their atomiavhen it strays beyond the limits of his experagenda (after all, he wanted to rehabilitate
researci. He also alleges that Robertise or immediate experience, hangs on theémself, not to defend the honor of the KGB),
Oppenheimer, director of the secret wathread of half-forgotten, half-distorted hearSudoplatov appears to have quickly re-
time weapons lab at Los Alamos, “asked teay. Time pressure on the authors (whsponded to the blandishments of his Ameri-
include” Fuchs in the British scientific mis-squeezed out the book between August 19@2n co-authors and/or publisher to produce
sion that came to the United States to paand late 1993% plus their extraordinary an “atomic chapter” with little substance at
ticipate in the Manhattan Project.secretiveness, evidently precluded seriodsand.
Oppenheimer, according to Feklisov, alséact-checking. And Sudoplatov’'s experi-  Even less reliable than Sudoplatov’s
“refused to sign” the Smyth Report becausence with the atomic intelligence was fafatomic spies” chapter are the writings of
it was “one-sided and deludindf."None of more shallow than the publicity surroundingSergo Beri&: the only son of Lavrenty Beria
these “facts” survive serious scrutiny, buthe book implied. He headed Departmerdand Nina Gegechkori, who in 1950 was
they provide telling indicators of the Soviet'S,” an intelligence arm of the Special Com<atapulted from the student desk of a mili-
intelligence community’s perceptions of themittee, the board in charge of the atomitary academy to the position of chief engi-
motivation of the U.S. government and forproject, for only a year, from Septembeneer of the Special Bureau (SB-1) of the
eign atomic scientists. 1945 to October 1946, and it is even que&hird Main Directorate of the USSR Coun-
Inanother episode described inthe bookipnable whether he had access to operail of Ministers, assigned with the task of
Fuchs allegedly told Feklisov during theitional files!® building a defense system against a feared
secret meeting in February 1949: “Theteam Sudoplatov implies that he had develatomic aerial attack on Moscow. Along with
of Kurchatov is advancing full speed to th@ped good relations with atomic scientisthis father and mother, he was arrested in
goal. ... Fromyour questionsitis absolutelfamong them Kurchatov, Kikoin, and1953 and only after along period of isolation
clear that soon the whole world will hear &likhanov) by treating them to “lunches andcould resume his work inside the missile
voice of the Soviet ‘baby.” It is indeed cocktail parties in a Western styl€.”In- industry in Ukraine. Despite the fact that he
possible that Feklisov learned about thdeed, he may have been trying to dispel feaever had any part in the atomic project or
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espionage, Sergo Beria stepped into thi945, and that of leading Russian physicig®. Yuli Khariton and Yuri Smirnov, “Otkuda vzialos

mine-field in an ill-conceived attempt toYuri Smirnov (Kurchatov Institute) in 1994, ! Plloli namneobkhodimo iadernoie oruzhiie” ['Where
" . . . . . they came from and whether they were necessary—

rehabilitate his father, with th_e confidenceAnd it betrays a woeful lack of expertise. cliear weapons)zvestia 21 July 1994.

of a desperado who has nothing to lose. What lessons can be drawn from thes. Notes of the meeting by Kurchatov, quoted in Yuli

Hence his laughable allegation thatase of “eye-witnesses” of Soviet “atomic™hariton and Yuri Smirnov, “The Khariton version,”
ghe Bulletin of the Atomic Scientigd®:4 (May 1993),

Robert Oppenheimer lived “at the end ointelligence? One conclusion s clear. On - .
N ., . . 27-28. The full text and a facsimile of the document is
1939” at Beria’s dacha near Moscé&Vith . the k_nowlgdge of the veterans of Sovi ublished by N.D. Bondareva, A.A. Keda, and N.V.
areference to Gen.-Col. lvan Serov, he writegomic project and Western nuclear phySBelexneva itvoprosi istorii estestvoznania i tekhnii
that Stalin at Potsdam was “very upsettists, combined with balanced and painstak994), 123-24; also Yuri Smirnov, “Stalin i atomnaia

when he learned about the successful Trinifpg research by Cold War historiafigan °omPa” ['Stalin and the atomic bomb'], ibid., 125-30.
. L . N . | thank Smirnov for bringing these materials to my
test. In response to Stalin’s questioningntegrate the revelations about “atomic €Sgyention.

Beria allegedly said that “plutonium haspionage” into usable and trustworthy his14. sudoplatov et alSpecial Tasks193 n. 18.
been already obtained, and the constructidary. The distance between the two is as big- On 25 July 1992, the Moscow newspaPerd

of the bomb’s design is underwad?.”For  as that between raw uranium ores and wea}Plished an article, “Kremlevskie palachii ninie sredi
as,” which brought Sudoplatov to public notice for the

anyone familiar with the stages of the Soviatns-grade plutonium. first time and may have stimulated the interest of
atomic project, evenin sketchy form, there is foreign authors and publishers in his story.

not enough room for sufficient insertions ofi. pavel Sudoplatov and Anatolii Sudoplatov witht6- Sergei Leskov, “An Unreliable WitnesBlletin
“sic” and “?” in this quotation. Also: assessJerrold L. and Leona P. SchectSpecial Tasks: The of the Atomic Scientis&0:4 (July/August 1994), 34.
Memoirs of an Unwanted Witness—A Soviet Spymastkf- Sudoplatov et alSpecial Task207.

Ny the fIrSt Soviet nuclear t.ESt In Se.mI_Boston:LittIe,BrownandCo.,1994),chap.7(pp.17218- See, e.g., Yevgenia Albafsie State within a State:
palatinsk in August 1949 (which he claim

20). The KGB and Its Hold on Russia—Past, Present, and

to have observed through “atelescope” from Ibid., esp. 181, 196, 205-207, 211-12. Future(New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1994), 33-34.

abunker), Sergo Beria stated that Kurchatd The document's archival location can be found in 49. Piotr KapitsaPisma o NaukgLetters on Science]
L s tlv-published catalogue jointly produced by théMoscow: Moskovski Rabochii, 1989), 243.

and the rest of the State Commission dlgce” y-P gue jointly p Y

. ‘ inth £ th N tate Archive of the Russian Federation and the Rugo- The same ;?‘oint is made in Yaleri Saifer, “Mifio
not interfere In the course of the tests” ang,, pypiications Project of the Center for the Study ofrazhe veka™ [‘A Myth about ‘The Theft of the

that “nothing depended on Kurchatov” sinc&ussia and the Soviet Union at the University of Pittscentury”], 1zvestia 7 October 1994, p. 5.
the “device” was already transferred to théurgh. See V.A. Kozlov and S.V. Mironenko, eds.21. Sergo Beridoi otets-L.avrentn Beruz'iMyfather
military.2* In fact, the military controlled Archive of Contemporary Russian History, Volume 1, Lavrenty Beria] (Moscow: Sovremennik, 1994).

. . The “Special” Files for I.V. Stalin: From Materials of 2. 'b?d-' 288-89.
only the testing-site, not the borfiand the ¢ secretariat of the NKVD-MVD of the USSR, 194423. 1bid., 260-61.

State Commission (Beria, Kurchatov;9s3:A Catalogue of Documerfioscow: Blagovest, 24- Ibid., 264-65.

Zaveniagin, Khariton, and Zernov) gave thétd., 1994), 150. The archival specifications of thet5. On the State Commission that supervised the first

! document in the catalogue are: delo (file) 102, list ovietatomic testin August 1949, see David Holloway,
order for the detonation. (pages) 78-93. 9 (fle) gtalin and the Bomb: The Soviet Union and Atomic

It is astoundipg the_‘t Beria-.junior andy see, e.g., Matthew Campbell, “KGB files show tofEnerdy, 1939-195@New Haven, CT: Yale University
the persons who interviewed him dared tecientist gave Stalin nuclear secre®e Sunday Times Pess, 1994), 214-16. Holloway relies on accounts by
publish this mishmash of absurdities. ButlLondon), 26 June 1994, 17 and Eric Breindel, “A caskN. Golovin, Kurchatov's secretary, and other scien-

. w f Book Burning,”National Review29 August 1994, tists who participated inthe test. He writes: “Kurchatov
as another Russian proverb goes, “paper C%éﬂ& both ofgwhich assert that the r?]emorandum-was to take charge of the test... Everyone was subor-

bear anythlng" supports Sudap'atov’s Claimgpecial Taskthat Bohr dinate to him, inCIUding the army units...." (lbld, 214)
Beria’s book lies beyond the pale, asnproperly provided useful atomic information. 26. Izvestia 4 May 1994. _ _

does much of the “Atomic Spies” chapter irp. Alexei Kozhevnikov, Institute for History of Sci- 27. Sergei Leskov, "An L.Jnrellable WitnesBlletin

Special TasksThe responsible officials and ¢ Moscow, in interview for tifeA.S. Public Inter- of the Atomic Scientis&0:4 (July /August 1994), 36.

) o . est Report: Journal of the Federation of Atomic Scier?8- The research sponsored by the Cold War Interna-
veterans of Soviet/Russian intelligence I&ists (FAS), May/June 1994, p. 8. tional History Project, and especially the new milestone
jected Sudoplatov’s allegations with regar@d. Alexander Feklisovza okeanom i na ostrove, Pook of David Holloway Stalin and the Bomkare
to atomic intelligence. On 4 May 1994, theZapiskirazvedchikiDverseas and on the island: Notesgnificant steps in this direction.

: ; : : f an intelligence officer] (Moscow: DEM, 1994), 115, - " " -
Foreign Intelligence Service of Russia (FISZK g I ) Vladislav M. Zubok is a Senior Scholar at the National

admitted that .Soviet espionage, .though A memorandum of the CIA’s Office of Reports andSecurity Archive in Washington, D.C. His study of
rendered “an important and qualified serestimates on 20 September 1949 cited the opinion stalin, Khrushchev, and the Cold War, co-authored
vice. . . in the interests of the state,” hathe Joint Nuclear Energy Intelligence Committee that §ith bconHStamlgeUP_leshe}tkol\;, will be published next
u o _Soviet bomb “might be expected” only in mid-1950 ag/®ar by Rarvard University Fress.

played Only a SUbSIdlary role”in the devel “the earliest possible date.” That was three weeks afte

opment of the SOVie_t atomic borffb. the test of Soviet bomb! See Michael Warner, B, Kornienko Memoirs
Buteven after this announcement, SOMEIA under Harry Trumar(Washington, DC: Central , L
present-day FIS colleagues of Sudoplatointelligence Agency, History Staff, Center for the Study Former USSR Deputy Foreign Minister

after checking their files, confirmed to agflntellige_nce, 1994), 319. _ _‘G_eorgi Korniyenko ha_ls publi_shed ’his mem-
. . . . . . There is a similarity between many Soviet atomif oirs, Kholodnaya voina: svidetel'stvo ¢e
Moscow journalist that “the advice given bysgientists and intelligence officers: they saw the Coli uchastnika[The Cold War: Evidence of [a
the Nobel Laureate [Bohr] played a role iwar as asequelto the Great Patriotic War, and regardeparticipang (Moscow: “International Rel
helping to get the first Soviet reactor gothe U.S. atomic monopoly with the same concern IStions,” 1994). Orders may be placed diregtly

ing.”? That claim sharply contrasts Withgheééiﬁ:ég;‘itglfegiglggz' Germany. with the publishing house through Boris [P.
Kurchatov's expert conclusion on the re1g |pig. 145.46, 150. Likhachev, Director of “International Relg-

sults of Terletsky’s mission in Novemberi1. ibid., 159. tions,” fax: 7-095-200-2204.




54 SOVIET EsPIONAGH

SMIRNOV accident happened at one of the Soviet nuclearemployees, under the pretense of search-
continued from page 51 projects, into which hundreds of millions of ing for equipment which the Germans
Committee on Problem Number One rubles had been invested, and our scientistshad taken from Soviet scientific estab-
because of his conflict with Beria, found it difficult to repair the situation, De- lishments, who were to establish con-
Voznesensky, and Kurchatov. Since partment S assigned one of its staff, a youngtact with Niels BOHR and obtain from
Bohr had turned down Kapitsa’'s invi- physicist, to go to Denmark and meet with him information about the problem of
tation to the Soviet Union in 194&nd the world-known physicist Niels Bohr; the the atomic bomb. . ..
because of the internal conflicts in the information he brought back enabled us to The comrades who were sent: Colo-
scientific community, we decided to eliminate the damage, bring the facility back nel VASILEVSKY, the Candidate of
rely on scientists already in the project to normal, and thus speed up the building of physio-mathematical sciences TER-
who were also intelligence officers... the nuclear bomb®” Though the reactor is LETSKY, and interpreter-engineer
We decided that Terletsky should be not explicitly mentioned, the word “acci- ARUTUNOV, having identified appro-
sent to see Bohr in the guise of a young dent” remains prominent. priate pretexts, contacted BOHR and
Soviet scientist working on a project But on this very important point organized two meetings with him. . ..
supervised by Academicians loffe and Sudoplatov—not only in 1994, but already  In the course of the conversations
Kapitsa. . . . in 1982—had become confused or forgetful. BOHR was asked several questions
Bohr readily explained to Terletsky In fact, at the time of Terletsky’s November which were prepared in advance in
the problems Fermi had at the Univer- 1945 mission, Kurchatov's collective was Moscow by Academician KURCH-
sity of Chicago putting the first nuclear still the only Soviet atomic project in Mos- ATOV and other scientists who deal
reactor into operation, and he made cow. And the surviving veterans, who had with the atomic problem.
valuable suggestions that enabled us to worked with Kurchatov, unanimously dis-
overcome our failures. Bohr pointedto miss Sudoplatov’s “legend” asfalse andeven Now we have reached the mostinterest-
a place on adrawing Terletsky showed nonsensical. For, they point out, they startedg part: what is the meaning of “appropriate
him and said, “That's the trouble spot.” preparation of the chamber for the first Sopretexts”; what was the nature of the ques-
This meeting was essential to starting viet atomic reactor and the construction dfions prepared in Moscow; and what was so
the Soviet reactor. .4 . the building for it only at the beginning ofsecretin the information Bohr “betrayed” to
When Niels Bohr visited Moscow 1946! And the reactor itself was startedhis Soviet interlocutors, if his answers were
University in 1957 or 1958 to take part without any complications on 25 Decembeas they appeared in the secret document sent
in student celebrations of Physicists 1946° to Stalin? After we have dealt with these
Day, the KGB suggested that Terletsky, Besides, if Sudoplatov was to inform thequestions, we will have no trouble in evalu-
then a full professor at the university leadership in writing about the results of thating the true “outcome” of the approach to
and a corresponding member of the meetingwith Bohr promptly after Terletsky’sBohr. But first let us recall one circum-
Academy of Sciences, should not meet return from Copenhagen, would he reallgtance, which is extremely vital for an un-
with Bohr. Terletsky saw Bohr, who have kept silent about having obtained inforderstanding of the whole situation.
seemed not to recognize him. mation which “enabled us to eliminate the  Thatisthaton 12 August 1945, the U.S.
damage, bring the facility back to normalgovernment published the so-called “Smyth
It is possible to reproach Sudoplatov'sand thus to speed up the building of th®eport” as a book in the United States, the
co-authors at once for shoddy researchuclear bomb”? Of course not! The funnybasis of which was specially declassified
Terletsky was never a corresponding menpart is that a super-secret report on the resuttata on the creation of the atomic bothb.
ber of the USSR Academy of Sciences, araf the meeting with Bohr, as an indication of5eneral Leslie R. Groves, the leader of the
Bohr participated in the students’ festival athe Cheka’s success, would have been sentd&nhattan Project, noted in the foreword to
Moscow University on 7 May 1961More- once to nobody but Stalin personally. Yet, ithe publication that it contained “All perti-
over, in fact Kapitsa, precisely as a membespite of the fact that Lieutenant Generahent scientific information which can be
of the Special Committee headed by Beriggudoplatov was marked as the executor oéleased to the public at this time without
was even involved in preparations fothis unique document, 16 pages long andolating the needs of national security,” but
Terletsky's mission (Kapitsa was relievedsigned by Beria, there is not even a hint in gternly admonished that “Persons disclosing
from his activity on the atomic bomb, andf any accident which our physicists had hadr securing additional information by any
hence from participation on the Special Conor of any difficulties with the start-up of anmeans whatsoever without authorization are

mittee, only on 21 December 1945). (actually as yet non-existent!) Soviet atomisubject to severe penalties under the Espio-
But the most serious error inreactor. nage Act.? In other words, in the West

Sudoplatov’s account of this episod&ipe- Beria informed Stalin: limits were set, within which it was possible

cial Tasksconcerns his description of the to discuss freely technical questions related

reason for the approach to Bohr—allegedly  Niels BOHR is famous as a progres- to the atomic bomb. Naturally, the Smyth
difficulties in starting the first Soviet nuclear sive-minded scientist and as a staunchReport was immediately put at the disposal
reactor. His version is consistent with his supporter of the international exchange of Kurchatov and his workers. Here in the
private 1982 petition to the CPSU CC for of scientific achievements. This gave us USSR the book was quickly translated into
rehabilitation, in which he noted: “When an grounds to send to Denmark a group of Russian and by 10 November 1945, when
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Terletsky was still waiting for his meetingsaid that every split uranium atom emits of defense. | have to point out that all
with Bohr, it had already been prepared famore than two neutrons, while in Smyth’s scientists without exception, who
publication. Therefore, Terletsky’'s asserbook a less definite formulais used—"‘some- worked at the atomic problem, includ-
tion, having on November 16 received fronwhere between one and three neutrons” wereing the Americans and the English, are
Bohr a copy of the “Smyth Report,” that “weemitted, on average—and the precise num- indignant at the fact that great discover-
were, excuse me, the first Soviet people whwer (2.5) was considered secret in the USA ies become the property of a group of
had seen it turns out to be untrue. Asuntil 1950. Nevertheless, by saying this politicians. All scientists believe that
Bohr’s biographers have pointed out, wheBohr did not reveal any secret, because everthis greatest discovery must become
he returned to Denmark from the USA in latdefore the war physicists had published that the property of all nations and serve for
August 1945, he brought a copy of the Smyth.3 neutrons are emitted in the course of thethe unprecedented progress of
Report with himt* Moreover, Bohr ac- disintegration of a uranium atoth. humankind...atomic energy, having
guainted colleagues at his institute with it,  Finally, Bohr was quoted as making a been discovered, cannot remain the
and the Association of Engineers of Denshort remark, consisting of just a few words, property of one nation, because any
mark even persuaded him to give a lecturaf a theoretical nature, starting from a most country which does not possess this
on the topic. And though he asked journauestionable hypothesis that, as he is sup-secret can very quickly independently
ists to refrain from exaggerations, the exposed to have put it, “during the explosion discover it. And what is next? Either
traordinary information which had becomeuranium particles move at a speed equal toreason will win, or a devastating war,
generally available produced such a strortpe speed of the neutrons’ movement.” resembling the end of mankind.
impression that one Copenhagen newspap€urchatov, naturally, noted this, and in his
reported the lecture under the headline: “Pr@éomments pointed out that Bohr's remark  Now we know that these words and
fessor Bohr reveals the secret of the atomfmust undergo theoretical analysis, whiclBohr’s position were immediately brought
bomb.”* The lecture which provoked soshould be the task of Professors LANDAUto Stalin’s personal attention. And, it seems
much fuss took place on 3 October 1943IGDAL and POMERANCHUNK.” In to me, in this fact we find the only genuine
over a month before Bohr's meetings withiact, the thematic “gain” of Terletsky’s visit success of Terletsky’s trip to Bohr, rather
Terletsky*® to Bohr was limited to this abstract, theoretithan the mythical “secrets” which the great
Now Beria’s report to Stalin about thecal remark, which was of only hypotheticakcientist supposedly divulged. Previously,
meeting with Bohr has been declassifiedharacter, and which did not contain anBohr had expressed his view on the atomic
and anyone can see, by comparing it with treecret technical information. Itis no coincibomb—that it was impossible for a nation to
Smyth Report, that Bohr's answers, as wetlence that Kurchatov, in his laconic (onlyretain an atomic monopoly indefinitely on a
as the questions put to him (which is espdwalf a page!) commentary on Bohr's anbasis of secrecy, and that consequently in-
cially noteworthy and surprising!), practi-swers, which was among the documents seetrnational control was the only hope of
cally do not exceed the parameters of gendry Beria to Stalin, noted only this remark opreventing a secret nuclear arms race lead-
ally accessible information. | used the wordhe Danish physicist along with the observang to catastrophe—in a meeting with Presi-
“practically” because, being a theoretication that “Bohr gave a categorical answer tdent Rooseveltin August 1944, and he heard
physicist, Bohr in two or three cases permithe question about the methods which afeom the American president words of sup-
ted himself some short general theoreticaised in the USA to obtain uranium 235"—port*® (In a confidential memorandum, Bohr
remarks, which even so did not convey anpformation which, with many more details,had already warned Roosevelt that “on the
secret technical information. At the sameould easily be gleaned from the Smytlasis of the prewar work of Russian physi-
time, answering his visitors’ very first ques-Report, already long publicly availabfe. cists it is natural to assume that nuclear
tion, Bohr declared firmly: “I must warn you Thus Bohr did not communicate anyproblems will be in the center of their inter-
that while in the USA | did not take part insecrets to Terletsky, but he did not miss aest.”®®) Yet Churchill, with whom Bohr had
the engineering development of the probleropportunity to tell him: also discussed the issue (in May 1944), re-
and that is why | am aware neither of the jected the scientist’s arguments out of hand,
design features nor the size of these apparaWe need to consider the establishment and, having persuaded Roosevelt to shun
tuses, nor even of the measurements of anyof international control over all coun- Bohr’s plea to notify Stalin of the existence
part of them. | did not take part in the triesastheonly means ofdefense againstof the wartime Anglo-American atomic
construction of these apparatuses and, morethe atomic bomb. All mankind must project (during their summit at Hyde Park,
over, | have never seen a single installation. understand that with the discovery of New York, on 18-19 September 1944), ex-
During my stay in the USA | did not visita atomic energy the fates of all nations claimed to an aide: “The President and | are
single plant.” (How can we not but recall will be very closely intertwined. Only  seriously concerned about Professor Bohr.
here again Sudoplatov’'s absurd tale aboutinternational cooperation, the exchange How did he come into this business? He is
the technical recommendation which had of scientific discoveries, and the inter- a great advocate of publicity...He says he is
supposedly been obtained from Bohr on nationalization of scientific achieve- in close correspondence with a Russian pro-
starting the first Soviet reactor!) ments, can lead to the elimination of fessor[Kapitsa]...It seems to me Bohr ought
True, merely as a curiosity, | can say wars, which means the elimination of to be confined, or at any rate made to see that
that Bohr once crossed the bounds “permit- the very necessity to use the atomic he is very near the edge of mortal crim&s.”
ted” by the Smyth Report. Specifically, he bomb. This is the only correct method That is why it would be very naive to
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think that Bohr, knowing about the concerrthat Terletsky “will explain to you the goalstence, gotitinto his head to demonstrate that
over his activities in powerful quarters, couldf his foreign tour.® Yetin his letter Kapitsa while Bohr was “not a spy, not a KGB
allow himself even the tiniest carelessnestid notcall Terletsky his friend, as would beagent,” he had evidently been moved by his
when he met Terletsky and his companionsustomary in other circumstances. Thus adealistic conceptions to relate to Terletsky
Now the following information emerges,important element, a kind of password in th&priceless and top secret informatioi)”
according to recent reports in Danish newsleveloped style of friendly scientific corre- At the same time, in the document sent
papers? The middle man in the organizaspondence, was missing, and this may webly Beria to Stalin about Terletsky’s conver-
tion of Bohr’'s meeting with the Soviet agentfhiave alarmed Bohr (it immediately attractedation with Bohr and which, naturally, was
who were visiting Copenhagen was not, abe notice of Kapitsa’'s widow, Annanot puttogether without Terletsky’s partici-
is asserted in the Sudoplatov bédkhe Alekseevna, when she saw the lettér). pation, there is no evidence that Bohr made
Danish writer Martin Andersen Nekse; rather As Kapitsa's former associate, Pany such comments. On the contrary, while
it was a professor at Copenhagen UniveRubinin, later noted, this letter cost Pyothe spoke about the necessity of the “ex-
sity, Mogens Fog, a former minister of the.eonidovich a lot: he could not but sufferchange of scientific discoveries and the in-
governmentand reportedly a secret membenderstanding that he had been exploiteeérnationalization of scientific achieve-
of the Danish Communist Party, who viewedand probably not for the last time) by Befia. ments,” Bohr, at the same time, referring to
the Soviet Union sympathetically. In earlyThe cup turned out to be overfilled and théhe atomic bomb, supported the “establish-
November 1945, Fog asked Bohr whethdetter to Bohr became the last drop. A montment of international control over all coun-
he could meet confidentially with a Sovietater, Kapitsa sent his famous letter to Stalitries” as the only method of defense against
physicist who had come to Copenhageim which he gave a sharply negative evaluat. Of course, over the course of three dec-
with a letter from Kapitsa. Bohr replied thation of Beria and declared further cooperaades Terletsky could forget the essence of
any sort of secret meeting was out of théon with him impossible. And a month afterBohr's remarks and distort them, and for
guestion, and agreed only to a completelhat, Kapitsa was discharged from work ohim it was just a hop and a skip to a top secret
open conversation. Niels Bohr's son, Aagthe atomic bomb and fell into long disfavordocument. More important, the formulation
Bohr, writing in the Danish press, related  Now the reader can judge what is left 0bf the answers ascribed to Bohr in the docu-
other details, noting that Bohr had immediSudoplatov’'s fantasies about the meetingnent which lay on Stalin’s desk, cannot be
ately alerted not only the Danish intelli-with Bohr and how they relate to real factsaccepted as irreproachable and precise, given
gence service to the approaching meetingeterans of “atomic” espionage should unthe way Terletsky himself described their
but also British and even U.S. intelligencederstand a simple thing: nobody is denyingreparation: “All day Arutunov and I tried to
According to Aage Bohr, he had partici-or diminishing the role played by the intelli-reconstruct Bohr’s answers from memory.
pated in all of his father's meetings withgence services in the furthering of the Soviéthis turned out not to be such a simple task,
Terletsky and, though neither of them tooktomic program. But so this role does natince Arutunov, despite his phenomenally
any notes in either meeting, “father ascribetdirn into a caricature, the “atomic” spiedrained memory, while not understanding
great significance to the fact that anothgéhemselves more than anyone must play thehre subject had been in no position to re-
person was present and later could explapart. They need to accept that only compenember everything verbatim, while | didn’t
what had actually happened. Moreover, itent specialists, particularly physicists familunderstand everything from Arutunov’s
January 1946 the leader of the Americaiar with the nuclear weapons field, togethetranslation and had to recall how Bohr's
atomic project, General L. R. Groves, hadith veterans of the atomic project, can accuanswers had sounded in English; after all,
sent a special agent to Denmark in order tately say which espionage materials playephssively | knew some English, like every-
clarify the details, and Niels Bohr had sai@ positive role and contributed concretelypne who had finished the Physics Faculty
that Terletsky had requested informatiomnd which proved useless or even countelf-izFak] at MGU.*!
about nuclear weapon$'” productive (there were such too!). From all this it is clear that in order to
Butthere was one more reason for Bohr  Terletsky, recalling his meeting with evaluate Bohr’s position on the atomic bomb
to understand the situation. He could hardlgohr nearly 30 years later, noted: “Bohr saieve had best base ourselves on his own pub-
have refused to meet any of the Sovighat in his opinion, all countries should havéications. In his June 1950 “Open Letter to
physicists if they happened to be irthe atomic bomb, particularly Russia. Onlyhe United Nations,” which most fully and
Copenhagen, especially as Terletsky hadtlae spread of this powerful weapon to varielearly articulated his views on the issue
letter of recommendation to Bohr from hisous countries could guarantee that it wouldniinder discussion, Bohr stressed that “any
old friend Academician Pyotr Leonidovichbe used in the future? It is not surprising great technical undertaking, whether indus-
Kapitsa. One must assume that this prolhat this distorted thesis was appropriated lyial or military, should have become open
ably was the principal “appropriate pretexttertain Russian journalists and that Nielfor international control.” In the same letter
about which Beria reported to Stalin. Atth&ohr was rapidly transformed into a suphe stands up for the necessity of “universal
insistence of Beria, with whom Kapitsa'sporter and propagandizer of the idea of glaaccess to full information about scientific
relations had already been ruined, Kapitdaal nuclear proliferation. (I am not speakingliscoveries,” including “the industrial ex-
had written a letter to Bohr dated 22 Octobdrere about the entirely curious article “Theloitation of the sources of atomic energ¥.”
1945 which introduced “the young Russiaomb,” published inMoskovskii kom- In other words, atomic weapons under inter-
physicist Terletsky” as a “capable professaomolets® the author of which, having be-national control, and the scientific achieve-
of Moscow University.” Kapitsa stressedcome a victim of his own technical incompements for the benefit of all mankind.
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KGB, Bohr was able to send that messa ET] (Moscow: Russian Academy of Science

: o : ki") 2 (1994), 38-39.
straight to Stalin himself in 1945. 13éuM'0)()re(’Niels)Bohr 216,

14. Moore Niels Bohr 417.

1. Pavel Sudoplatov and Anatolii Sudoplatov withl5. Terletsky, “Operation ‘Interrogation of Niels Bohr,
Jerrold L. and Leona P. SchectBpecial Tasks: The VIET 2 (1994), 44.

Memoirs of an Unwanted Witness—A Soviet Spymaste8. Smyth Atomic Energy for Military Purpose28.
(Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1994). 17. Ralph LappNew PowerMoscow: IL, 1954), 42.
2. Edward Teller, fax of 5 May 1994. Private commui8. Presenting such a conclusion as a documer
nication to the author.
comment in th&Vall Street Journabf 11 May 1994.] sion, Kurchatov evidently limited himself to a compl
3. Actually, having learned that Bohr had fallen into anent suitable to the occasion. He could not do oth
dangerous situation and had escaped from occupiedse, recognizing that Beria, the main organizer of
Denmark to Sweden, P.L. Kapitsa on 28 October 194éhtire operation, was not only the chief of the countr

sent Bohr a letter with an invitation to move with hisintelligence and punitive organs, but also was at fhe

family to the Soviet Union. This was a purely humanisame time the main administrator of the Soviet ato
tarian gesture from Kapitsa, who was worried by theroject, i.e., his immediate superior.

fate of his colleague and friend and wished to help hirh9. MooreNiels Bohr 386-88. [Ed. note: The fulleg
in a dangerous situation. account and analysis of Bohr's efforts to convince U

Conjecture to the effect that Kapitsa invited Bohiand British leaders prior to Hiroshima of the needjto

to the USSR primarily so that the great physicist wouléhform Stalin about the Manhattan Project officially
participate in the Soviet atomic project does not havie hope of heading off a postwar nuclear arms race
even the slightest foundation. In a letter to V.Mbe found in Martin J. SherwiA,World Destroyed: The]
Molotov on 14 October 1943, Kapitsa, having noted\tomic Bomb and the Grand Allianddlew York:
that he had found out by chance about Bohr's escagénopf, 1975); citations from 1987 Vintage editi@,
wrote, “I think that it would be very good and appropri-World Destroyed: Hiroshima and the Original of th
ate if we proposed our hospitality here in the Union térms Racg

him and his family during the war. Even if he is unabl@0. A.l. loirysh,For What Does the Bell TdID chem
to accept our proposal, it makes sense to do this. If yawonit kolokol] (Moscow: Political Literature Publish

consider all this correct, then either the Academy dhg House, 1991), 94. [Ed. note: For the original sourf
Sciences [can invite him]...or simply less officially, | see Bohr to Roosevelt, 3 July 1994, Frankfurter-Bgh

can write the invitation.” [P.L. Kapits&etters About folder, J. Robert Oppenheimer papers, Library of C
SciencdPis’'ma o nauke] (Moscow: Moscow Worker, gress, Washington, D.C., quoted in Shen#inyorld
1989), 207.] Destroyed 106-107.]

Bohr replied to Kapitsa from London on 29 April 21. MooreNiels Bohr389. [Ed. note: For the origing
1944: “Dear Kapitsa, | don’t know how to thank you forsource, see Churchill to Lord Cherwell, 20 Septem

your letter of October 28, which | received via thel944, Premier 3 files of Winston Churchill, PUblbpraCtical implementation.

Counselor at the Soviet Embassy, Mr. Zinchenko, a feRecord Office, London, quoted in Sherw# World
days ago after my return from America. | am deepl{pestroyed 110.]
touched by your faithful friendship and full of thanks22. JutlandposterfDenmark), 26 June 1994.
for your magnanimous invitation....” [Kapitdagtters 23. Sudoplatov et alSpecial Tasks206.
About Science209.] 24. Politiken (Denmark), 19 June 1994.

The exchange of letters between Kapitsa an#5. Collection of P.E. Rubinin, Rubinin, private cor
Bohr attracted the attention of Western intelligencenunication to author.
services, and it evidently fanned Churchill’'s suspiciong6. P.E. Rubinin, private communication.
toward Bohr. [Ruth MooreNiels Bohr: Man and 27. Ibid.
Scholar[Niels Bohr—Chelovek i uchenyi] (Moscow: 28. Terletsky, “Operation ‘Interrogation of Niels Bohr,
Mir), 389.] 37.
4. Sudoplatov, et algpecial Tasks205-207. 29. V. Pokrovskii, “The ‘Atomic Project’ As Always
5. lbid., 211-212. Worries the Dowagers of Science” [“Atomnyi proek
6. M. Bessarabl.andau: Pages from LiffLandau: po-prezhnemy volnyet duaienov nauki'$egodnia
Stranitsy zhizni] (Moscow: Moscow Worker, 1978),(Moscow), 14 July 1994; V. Chernobrov, “Americg
175. Physicists Saved the World With Beria's Help|
7. Kapitsal etters About Scienc812. Rossiiskie ves{iMoscow), 26 July 1994.
8. The document is reprinted in Sudoplatov et aB0. A. Minkin, “The Bomb,Moskovskii komsomoletd
Special Tasks479-81. 29 June 1994.
9. I.F. ZhezherurConstruction and Setting in Motion 31. Terletsky, “Operation ‘Interrogation of Niels Bohr,
of the First Atomic Reactor in the Soviet Union38.
[Stroitelstvo i pusk pervogo v Sovetskom Soiuze32. N. Bohr, “An Open Letter to the United Nations
atomnogo reaktora] (Moscow, 1978), 98-106. June 1950Successes of the Physical Sciefidepekhi
10. Henry DeWolf SmythAtomic Energy for Military  fizicheskikh nauk] 147:2 (October 1985), 361.
Purposes: The Official Report on the Development of
the Atomic Bomb Under the Auspices of the United
States Government 1940-194%/ashington, D.C.: Physicist Yuri N. Smirnov is a Leading Researche
United States Government, 1945; citations from 198the Russian Research Center Kurchatov Institute
reprint ed., Stanford University Press).
11. Ibid., p. xiii. article is arevised version of one which appeared in
12. la.P. Terletsky, “Operation ‘Interrogation of NielsnewspapemNezavisimaya Gazetan 22 June 1994,
Bohr” [“Operatsiia ‘Dopros Nil'sa Bora”]Jssues in Translation for theCWIHP Bulletin by Mark H.
the History of Scientific Knowledge and Technologyoctoroff, Harriman Institute, Columbia University.

[Ed. note: See also Teller'sequired evaluation of the results of Terletsky's mfs

=

BERIA TO STALIN
continued from page 51
[handwritten: “Correct: Chernikov”]

S

: 3 copies typed.

Copy #1 — to the addressee
“  #2 —to the Secretary of USSR NKVD
t of #3 — Department “6”

| Executor Sudoplatov
b ypist Krylova.

S

* * * * * *
hic
DOCUMENT lII:
The Interrogation of Niels Bohr
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1. Question: By what practical method was
ng{,anium 235 obtained in large quantities, and
which method now is considered to be the most
promising (diffusion, magnetic, or some other)?
Answer: The theoretical foundations for
eobtaining uranium 235 are well known to scien-
tists of all countries; they were developed even
before the war and present no secret. The war did
not introduce anything basically new into the
ﬁ‘]eory of this problem. Yet, | have to point out

=]

dhat the issue of the uranium pileofiol; reac-
tor—ed.] and the problem of plutonium resulting
from this — are issues which were solved during
the war, but these issues are not new in principle
&ither. Their solution was found as the result of
The main thing is
separation of the uranium 235 isotope from the
natural mixture of isotopes. Ifthere is a sufficient
amountof uranium 235, realizing an atomic bomb
does not present any theoretical difficulty. For
-separation of uranium 235, the well-known diffu-
sion method is used, and also the mass-
spectographic method. No new method is ap-
| plied. The Americans succeeded by realizing in
practice installations, basically well-known to
physicists, in unimaginably big proportions. |
mustwarn you that while inthe USA | did not take
part in the engineering development of the prob-
hlem and that is why | am aware neither of the
"design features nor the size of these apparatuses,
nor even of the measurements of any part of them.
| did not take part in the construction of these
| apparatuses and, moreover, | have never seen a
single installation. During my stay in the USA |
»did not visit a single plant. While | was there |
took part in all the theoretical meetings and dis-
cussions on this problem which took place. I can
assure you that the Americans use both diffusion
and mass-spectrographic installations.
of 2 Question: How can the space charge of
'}He ionic beam in a mass-spectrograph be com-

a veteran of the Soviet nuclear weapons program. §his

hpensated for?

Answer: If the gas from the vacuum cham-
ber is pumped out completely, we will have to
think about a way to compensate for the volume
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charge of the ionic beam. But if the gas from theith [Princeton University physicist John A.] split helium, neon.
chamber is not pumped out completely, it is nAWHEELER, explained this thesis to Prof. 13. Question. How is high productivity
necessary to worry about compensating for tiHEERLETSKY in detail./ achieved using the mass-spectrographic method;
volume charge. Or, infact, compensationforthe 6. Question: Are there other supplementarys it by constructing a large number of ordinary
volume charge of the ionic beam is accommethods for regulating the uranium pile? spectrographs, or by constructing a few powerful
plished by means of the incomplete pumping of  Answer: For this purpose, regulating subspectrographs?
gas from the vacuum chamber. stances which absorb neutrons are loaded into the Answer: Both. You cannotimagine whatan
3. Question: Is it feasible to execute gpile. enormous number of huge spectrographs the
uranium pile using a natural mixture of isotopes 7. Question: Which substance is used as th®mericans built. | do not know their size and
and ordinary [“light"—ed.] water as a modera-absorber? number, but | know that it is something incred-
tor? Answer: It seems that the absorbent rods ailele. From the photographs which | saw it is
Answer: The question of using ordinarymade of cadmium. possible to conclude that these are gigantic build-
water as a moderator was raised, yet the ideawas 8. Question: How many neutrons are emitings with thousands of apparatuses installed in
not realized in practice. The uranium pile witlted from every split atom of uranium 235, urathem, and that many plants like this were built. In
ordinary water is not used. | think that the use afium 238, plutonium 239 and plutonium 240? such a way the Americans built a large number of

ordinary water as a moderator is not expedient, Answer: More than 2 neutrons. big spectographs.

because light hydrogen absorbs neutrons well, 9. Question: Can you not provide exact 14. Question: By what method is it possible
thus turning into heavy hydrogen. This idea iasumbers? to obtain high ion charges of uranium or its
not popular in America. Originally the Ameri- Answer: No, | can't, butitis very important compounds?

cans intended to build piles with heavy water ahat more than two neutrons are emitted. Thatis Answer: By constructing a large and pow-
a moderator, but production of heavy water reareliable basis to believe that a chain reaction wiirful mass-spectograph.
quires huge expense. During the war the Ameninost undoubtedly occur. The precise value of  15. Question: Does the pile begin to slow as
cans discovered that graphite can serve as a gabhdse numbers does not matter. Itisimportant thidte result of slag formation in the course of the
moderator. They developed this idea in practidhere are more than two. fission of the light isotope of uranium?
and implemented it on a gigantic scale. The 10.Question: Whatis the number of sponta-  Answer: Pollution of the pile with slag as
construction side, the arrangement and the me@eous disintegrations [i.e., fissions—ed.] within ahe result of the fission of a light isotope of
surements of this pile, is not known to me. segment of time for all the mentioned substancesanium does occur. But as far as | know,
4. Question: What substance is used faluranium 235, uranium 238, plutonium 239, pluAmericans do not stop the process specially for
cooling the uranium blocks themselves? tonium 240/? purification of the pile. Cleansing of the piles
Answer: Normal water is used for cooling Answer: Few spontaneous disintegrationtakes place atthe moment of exchange of the rods
the uranium blocks. The problem of cooling théake place, and in calculations it is not necessafgr removal of the obtained plutonium.
uranium piles is extremely complicated, sincéo take them into consideration. The period of  16. Question: How often is plutonium
cooling the piles literally requires whole rivers.spontaneous fission is approximately 7,000 yeanremoved from the machine and how are the terms
We note that the water used for cooling is brougthican't cite the precise numbers, but you yoursefbr the removal determined?

almost to boiling. understand that with such a period of spontaneous Answer: | do not know for sure. By uncon-
5. Question: What is the temperaturalisintegration, there is no reason to expect it tirmed hearsay, the removal of the rods takes
change of the multiplication factor, what is thenfluence the process significantly. place once a week.

numerical equivalent of the temperature coeffi-  11. Question: In order to obtain a large 17. Question: Does plutonium 240 split
cient of the multiplication factor? Or what doegjuantity of uranium 235, is either the diffusionunder the influence of slow neutrons? Has the
the curve representing the relationship betweanethod or mass-spectographic method used alopassibility of plutonium 240 fission been proved
the multiplication factor and temperature loolor are these two methods also used in combinaxperimentally?
like? tion? Answer: It is known that the fission of all
Answer: The mere fact that the uranium Answer: The Americans use both methodsven isotopes, uranium 234, uranium 238 and
pile is working means that the dependence of ttend, besides, they use the combination of thepéutonium 240, requires significantly more en-
multiplication factor on temperature is not sigtwo methods. | think thatthe combination of thesergy than uneven isotopes /let’s recollect [Aus-
nificant. Otherwise, as the result of the violentwo methods is most effective, because if wéian physicist Wolfgang] Pauli’s principle/, and
reaction, the pile would explode. | cannot propresume that we have 0.5% of uranium 235 and ihat the energy released by plutonium 240 must
vide the numerical significance of this depenas a result of applying the diffusion method bye equal to the energy released by the fission of
dence, but evidently it is of an insignificant sizepassing it through a cascade, we increase theanium 239. /At this point BOHR, illustrating
However, this factor must not be ignored. It isiranium content by 5 times, then by putting thais speech with graphs from his works, gave a
necessary to maintain the pile in a certain state byanium after that into the chamber of aletailed foundation for the fact that the question
regulating the amount of water coming into itspectograph, we can accelerate the process bypfusing plutonium 240 is not very sensible./ So
Normally uranium cores are kept in cold conditimes. | do not know for certain, but I think that thdar nobody has proved by experiment that it is
tion. Itis necessary to keep in mind that if thémericans use the combination of these two metlpossible to split plutonium 240.

pile’s working regime is disrupted, the pile carods very widely. 18. Question: Does a uranium pile using
be easily spoiled. We also note that the possibil- 12. Question: How stable is the multi-stageheavy water as a moderator exist, or are all
ity of regulating the uranium pile is provided bymachine? working piles uranium-graphite?

the existence of a long period of time /about a  Answer: The fact that diffusion cascades of ~ Answer: All piles working in the USA have
second and more/ between the fission of theery many stages already work in the USA showgraphite moderators. You evidently know that
nucleus and the emission of slowed neutronthat the process can and does take place. And ipioduction of heavy water demands an enormous
which comprise 1% of the total number of emitnot new. As you know, the German scientishmount of electric power. Before the war the
ted neutrons. [Gustav] HERTZ long before the war provedproduction of heavy water was organized only in
/Then BOHR on the basis of his work, donalready that this process was possible, when orway. And we all bought heavy water there.
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We note that during the war the Germans appligtiat he is a nuclear physicist, but he does nothave Niels BOHR was asked two groups of ques-

much effort in order to carry out processes witnd does not want to have anything to do with théns:

heavy water, but they did not manage to colle@tomic bomb. 1. Concerning the main directions of the

the amount of heavy water sufficient to start a | am glad to note that today in the local work.

pile. The Americans found it possible to us@ewspaper there appeared a report that [British2. Those containing concrete physical data

graphite as a moderator and accomplished thgime Minister Clement] ATTLEE and [U.S. and constants.

idea with considerable success. Therefore, as faresident Harry] TRUMAN began a consultation ~ Definite answers were given by BOHR to

as | know, they gave up using piles with heavwith the USSR on the establishment of internahe first group of questions.

water for industrial production. The Canadiansional control over the use and production of BOHR gave a categorical answer to the

chose another way, deciding to construct pilestomic bombs. Yet, | have to point out | viewgquestion about the use of methods for obtaining

with heavy water, but these piles have not beesuch reportsinlocal newspapers very skepticallyranium 235 in the USA, which completely sat-

activated for the same reason: they cannot acdBut the mere fact that ATTLEE, TRUMAN, andisfied the correspondent member of the Academy

mulate for this purpose the necessary amount ifanadian Prime Minister Mackenzie] KING con-of Science Prof. [Isaak Konstantinovich]

heavy water. | consider it necessary to stress ttaict these negotiations is very notable. Let us s&&KOIN, who put this question.

I received this information during informal con-where they will lead. We have to keep in mind Niels BOHR made an important remark

versations with my colleagues. that atomic energy, having been discovered, cadealing with the effectiveness of using uranium
19. Question: Of which substance werenot remain the property of one nation, becaude the atomic bomb. This remark must undergo a

atomic bombs made? any country which does not possess this seciteoretical analysis, which should be the task of
Answer: | do not know of which substancecan very quickly independently discover it. AndProfessors [Lev Davidovich] LANDAU, [A.B.]

the bombs dropped on Japan were made. | thimkhat is next? Either reason will win, or a devasMIGDAL, and [Isaak |.] POMERANCHUK.

no theoretician will answer this question to youtating war, resembling the end of mankind.

Only the military can give you an answer to this ~ 21. Question: Is the report which has Academician /KURCHATOV/
guestion. Personally |, as a scientist, can say thegtpeared about the development of a super-bomb

these bombs were evidently made of plutoniurjustified? “ “of December 1945

or uranium 235. Answer: | believe that the destructive power

20. Question: Do you know any methods ofof the already invented bomb is already great [On 15 November 1945, at a summit in Washington,
protection from atomic bombs? Does a reanough to wipe whole nations from the face of th&ruman, Attlee, and King issued a tripartite declaration
possibility of defense from atomic bombs exist®arth. But | would welcome the discovery of decognizing the impossibility of defense against the

Answer: | am sure that there is no reasuper-bomb, because then mankind would proBtemic bomb or keeping a national monopoly over
method of protection from atomic bomb. Tellably sooner understand the need to cooperate.i\tr(l".mC weapons or science, and calling for the United

N . . L - . ations to create a commission to establish interna-
me, how you can st_op the fission process whidiact, | believe that there is insufficient basis fof, ) -, exchange of scientific information. This policy
has already begun in the bomb which has be¢nese reports. What does it mean, a super-bomBg (o the unsuccessful UN talks over the Baruch and
dropped from a plane? Itis possible, of course, this is either a bomb of a bigger weight then thgromyko plans for international control.—ed.]
intercept the plane, thus not allowing it to apene that has already been invented, or a bamh
proach its destination—but this is a task of ahichis made of some new substance. Well,the CWIHP Working Papers
doubFfuI character, beca_use ple_mes fly very higfirst is possible, but_ unreasonable, becausa,_lll Chen Jian. “The Sino-Soviet Alliance and Chirla’s
for this purpose and besides, with the creation oépeat, the destructive power of the bomb 'Entry into the Korean War”
jetplanes, you understand yourself, the combinaiready very great, and the second—I believeé—- p 3 Simmons, “Archival Research on the Cold YWar
tion of these two discoveries makes the task @ unreal. Era: A Report from Budapest, Prague and Warsay"
fighting the atomic bomb insoluble. We needto  22. Question: Is the phenomenon f3. James Richter, “Reexamining Soviet Policy Jo-
consider the establishment of international corevercompression of the compound under the|invards Germany during the Beria Interregnum”
trol over all countries as the only means of defluence of the explosion used in the course of fife Vladislav M. Zubok, “Soviet Intelligence and the
fense against the atomic bomb. All mankindomb explosion? il i e el CRmnniEs o lienEi g
mustunderstand that with the discovery ofatomic ~ Answer: There is no need for this. The po ‘1)952'53 i P

. . - . . . Hope M. Harrison, “Ulbricht and the Concrgte
energy the fates of all nations have become vety that during the explosion uranium particl PSh0se” New Archival Evidence on the Dynamics|of
closely intertwined. Only international cooperamove at a speed equal to the speed of the N&Ysyiet-East German Relations and the Berlin Crlsi
tion, the exchange of scientific discoveries, anttons’ movement. If this were not so the bomhosg-1961”
the internationalization of scientific achievementsyould have given a clap and disintegrated asjtlée Vladislav M. Zubok, “Khrushchev and the Berfin
can lead to the elimination of wars, which meankody broke apart. Now precisely due to this equalrisis (1958-1962)”
the elimination of the very necessity to use thepeed the fissile process of the uranium continués Mark Bradley and Robert K. Brigham, “Viethamgse
atomic bomb. This is the only correct method oéven after the explosion. Archives and Scholarship on the Cold War Period: Two

. L Reports”
dgfense. I haye to point out that all SCIemIS.tS —o00000— 8. Kathryn Weathersby, “Soviet Aims in Korea andthe
without exception, who worked on the atomic

Origins of the Korean War, 1945-1950: New Evidence

]

problem, including the Americans and the En- * * * * * * From Russian Archives”

glish, are indignant at the fact that great discover- ) 9. Scott D. Parrish and Mikhail M. Narinsky, “Ngw

ies become the property of a group of politicians. DOCUMENT T . Evidence on the Soviet Rejection of the Marshall Pjan,

Al scientists believe that this greatest discovery Kurchatov’s Evaluation 1947: Two Reports”

must become the property of all nations and serve Top secret| 10. Norman M. Naimark, “To Know Everything arjd

for the unprecedented progress of humankind. To Report Everyt_hlng Worth Knowing’: Building the
EVALUATION East German Police State, 1945-1949”

You obviously know that as a sign of protest the

: - 11. Christian F. Ostermann, “’A Continuation of Jyne
famous OPPENHEIMER retired and stopped his = M )
i i of the answers given by Professor Niels BOHH ty? by Other Means™ United States Policy, the June
work on this problem. And PAULIin a conver- g y 1953 Uprising in the GDR, and the ‘Eisenhower Pgck-

sation with journalists demonstratively declare('ihe questions on the atomic problem. ages’ Program”
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MORE DOCUMENTS FROM also stated that following this meeting inEarly Phase of the Korean War: New Docu-
THE RUSSIAN ARCHIVES Moscow, in May 1950, “Kim Il Sung visitedmentary Evidence,The Journal of Ameri-
Beijing and secured the support of Mao."can-East Asian Relatio@s4 (Winter 1993),
The previous issue of theéold War (See “New Findings on the Korean War,”425-58.) Stalin’s statement in a coded tele-
International History Project Bulletifis- translation and commentary by Kathryngramtothe Sovietambassadorin Pyongyang
sue 3, Fall 1993, pp. 1, 55-69) contained &VeathersbyCWIHP Bulletin3 (Fall 1993), came less than three weeks after U.S. Secre-
selection of translated documents from th&, 14-18, quotation on p. 16.) tary of State Dean G. Acheson’s famous
Russian archives on Soviet foreign policy The following two documents shed furNational Press Club speech in which he
during the Cold War, and here the serietherlight on the interplay between Stalin anéxcluded Korea, and other mainland loca-
continues. Several documents were prddao as Kim sought Beijing’s approval. Theytions, from the American “defensive perim-
vided by the Storage Center for Contempavere among more than 200 documents totagter” in Asia. Though Acheson’s speech
rary Documentation (SCCD, or TsKhSDJing over 600 pages from the Russian Preswas primarily devoted to the subject of China,
its Russian acronym), the archive containdential Archives concerning the Korean Waand though he was merely echoing state-
ing the post-1952 records of the CPSlthat were given by Russian President Borisients by U.S. military leaders in his defini-
Central Committee, in connection with thereltsin to South Korean President Kintion of American military strategy in the
January 1993 conference in Moscow orgaYoung-Sam during the latter’s visit to MosPacific, his statement may have been seenin
nized by CWIHP in cooperation withcow in June 1994, and were made availablsoscow as lending credence to the argu-
TsKhSD and the Institute of Universal Histo theCWIHP Bulletinby the South Korean ment that Washington would not intervene
tory of the Russian Academy of ScienceEBmbassy in Washington. The first documentilitarily to rescue South Korea from being
Scholars working with CWIHP providedis a coded telegram sent to Moscow on thaverrun. But of course, Stalin may also have
others, including several from a speciahight of 13 May 1950 from the Soviet Embeen alluding to other, far more momentous
TsKhSD collection known as Fond 89, whichassy in Beijing. It relayed a request fromdevelopments on the international scene,
contains Soviet documents declassified fddao, conveyed via Chinese Foreign Minisespecially the Chinese Communists’ con-
the 1992 Constitutional Court trial of theter Chou En-lai, seeking Stalin’s “personalsolidation of power after militarily routing
CPSU and other special occasions. Thearifications” of his stand on a potential their Guomindang opponents, and the Sovi-
CWIHP Bulletin hopes to publish more North Korean action to reunify the country.ets’ own success the previous autumn in
translated documents from the archives dflao sought the information after hearing aending the four-year U.S. nuclear monopoly.
the USSR/CPSU and other former commueport from Kim, who had arrived thatdayin ~ As for Mao, the sequence of events
nist states in forthcoming issues, and wethe Chinese capital for a secret two-day visifperhaps by Stalin’s design) clearly put him
comes submissions of documents (and shartd clearly claimed that he had receivedn the spot. Though exhausted by the dec-
introductions) from scholars conductingStalin’s blessing. The second document, ades-long civil war, and still gearing up for
research in East-bloc archives. coded telegram from Moscow to Beijingan assault on the Nationalist redoubt on
contained Stalin’s personal response. Usingaiwan, Mao and his comrades in Beijing
I. Stalin, Mao, and the Korean the code-name “Filippov,” Stalin confirmed may well have felt compelled to endorse

War, 1950—"“Clarifications” his agreement with the North Korean proPyongyang’s action in order to demonstrate
posal to “move toward reunficiation,” con- to Stalin their revolutionary mettle, zeal,
In the spring of 1950, the most tightlftingent on Beijing’s assent. and worthiness to spearhead the communist

held secret in the world was that prepara-  Particularly noteworthy is Stalin’s sug- movement in Asia—especially given the
tions were going forward for North Koreagestive yet cryptic statement that the Soviesther cool and skeptical welcome Mao had
to launch a massive military assault orleaders (i.e., Stalin himself) had altered theireceived when he had visited Moscow the
South Korea in a concerted drive to unifistance, after long resisting Kim's appealsprevious December. Perhaps, as some schol-
the peninsula, divided since the end of Worldue to the “changed international situa-ars contend (most prominently Bruce
War Il, under communistrule. Fordecadegjon.” Exactly what had changed? Cummingsin histwo-volume study), fullscale
scholars could only guess at the dynamics tfilippov” doesn’t say, but the apparent war between North and South Korea was
the mystery-shrouded exchanges among thiming of his conversion certainly engenderpound to erupt at some point in any case,
leaders of North Korea, the USSR, and th&peculation. According to previously dissince both sides’ leaders were eager to
newly-established People’'s Republic oflosed Soviet documents, Stalin had indachieve reunification. Yet it appears that
China. However, the previous issue of theated as early as 30 January 1950 that hKim was able to strike first on his own
CWIHP Bulletin included a declassified was “ready to approve” Kim’s request for schedule by exploiting the mutual suspicion
document from the Russian archives clearlyermission to attack the South, and to rendemd competition between the two communist
indicating that North Korean leader Kim Il material assistance to assure its succesgiants. Thd&ulletinplans to publish further
Sung had repeatedly petitioned Soviet leaddthough he noted, “Such a large mattereports bearing on the Korean War in future
ership for its blessing to launch the attackneeds preparation.” (See documents quotddsues. Commentary by Jim Hershberg,
and that he finally received a green lighin Dmitrii Volkogonov, “Sleduyet li etogo CWIHP Director; translations by Vladislav
from Stalin during his visit to Moscow inboyat’'sia?” [“Should we fear this?"], M.Zubok, National Security Archive, Wash-
April 1950. Inthat document, a 1966 interOgonyok 26 (June 1993), 28-29, cited inington, D.C., and Kathryn Weathersby,
nal Soviet Foreign Ministry report, it wasKathryn Weathersby, “The Soviet Role inth&lorida State University, Tallahassee.
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Ciphered Telegram Strictly Secret CIPHERED TELEGRAM nomic cooperation in the Ceylonese capital
Making copies is forbidden af Colombo—must have been particularly

Destination: PEKING Towhom:SovAmbassadoga”ing to the Soviet leadership since the

countries it covered, especially India, were
targets of Moscow’s ardent post-Stalin dip-

[Stamp: “Declassified 14 December 1993"}

From PEKING SPECIAL . .
lomatic offensive to woo members of the
Forimmediate reportto comrade Filipp8v. For Mao-Tse-Tung. emerging bloc of “non-aligned” nations to
Today on May 13, at 23 hours 30 minutes ~ “Comr. Mao-Tse-Tung! its side inthe Cold War. In 1955, Khrushchev

Chou En-lai paid a visit to me and, following the  In a conversation with the Korean comradebad hosted Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal

instructions of Mao Tse-tung, let me know the-ilippov [Stalin] and his friends expressed théNehru in Moscow and then paid his own visit

following: opinion, that, in light of the changed internationajg India and Burma, and had also called on
« 1. I?ln;] Il Sung and rlninister of foreign situation, they agree V\(’jith the]c propos{sal of therito in Belgrade in an effort to patch up

affairs of the Korean People’s-Democratic ReKoreans to move toward reunificatigoristupit .y : ;

public Po Siang-Yun*garrived in Peking on May k obiednineniilt In this regard a qualification S.OVKT[ EUQ(.)ISIaV flatgn?’ which had grown
13 this year. was madegri etom bilo ogovorerip that the itterly host e.un ef .taln. .

2. Inthe evening comrade Mao Tse-tung haguestion should be decided finally by the Chinese The Foreign Ministry analysis, how-
had a meeting with them. In the conversation witand Korean comrades together, and in case ®Y€'» suggested strongly that recent events
comrade Mao Tse-tung the Korean comradetisagreement by the Chinese comrades the deBad dealt this strategy a serious blow. Inall
informed aboutthe directives of comrade Filipposion on the question should be postponed untilthe “Colombo countries,” it reported, there
that the present situation has changed from timew discussion. The Korean comrades can télad been a “significant increase” in anti-

situation in the past and, that North Korea cayou the details of the conversation. Soviet views, in public, official, and diplo-
move towar.d actions; .howe\'/er, this question  Filippov”. . . _ matic arenas, even among leftists; a disillu-
should be discussed with China and personally Tel,egraph the fulfillment igpolneniie sioned New Delhi, in particular, had offi-
. g?‘?r::?(eor“ggcr)l I(?ri:;cri]gs will stay in Peking;[elegraf e Ciallyfold Moscow that th? invasio.n' of Hun-
for 2 days. VYSHINSKY 9ary “shatter[ed] the bellef_ of millions of

In connection with the abovementioned com- people who had begun to view the USSR as
rade Mao Tse-tung would like to have persondl copies the defender of peace and rights of the weak-
clarifications of comrade Filippov on this ques-14 May 1950 est people,” and Nehru was reported to be
tion, which, according to the previous telegram coordinating with Tito in condemning
from comrade Filippov transferred by the [SoCopies: Moscow’s actions, and also tightening ties
viet] Ambassador [to China] comrade [N.V.] with China and the United States.

Roshchin, were to follow in the coming days. 1. Comr.Stalin
The Chinese comrades are requesting & Comr.Molotov
urgent answer. 3. Comr.Vyshinsky

4. Comr.10th department

Even worse, the report noted a sharp
increase in the prestige of the United States
and Eisenhower personally, who had wel-

13/5-50. Roshchin 5. Comr.Copy comed Nehru to Washington in late Decem-
ber 1956. By opposing (at least diplomati-
_ (Source: APRF.) cally) both the Soviet invasion of Hungary
X/ pseudonym 1.V. Stalin. [Ed. note: In the pho- and the Anglo-French-Israeli coordinated
tocopy provided by the Russian Government to military assault to capture the Suez Canal
S*Outh Korea.]. ] ) ) ] Il. Third World Reaction to Hungary from Egypt andits nationa“sﬂeader, Gamal
[ Ed. note: Thisis atransliteration of the Russian, and Suez, 1956; Abdel Nasser, Eisenhower had enhanced

itself a transliteration of the Chinese translitera- A ggyiet Foreign Ministry Analysis
tion of the Korean; the conventional English
spelling is Pak Hon-yong.]

his credibility as a defender of the rights of
small nations against interference by larger
In this strikingly frank assessment, forpowers. This assessment accorded with that
(Source: Archive of the President of the Russiaffarded tothe CPSU Central Committee, thef U.S. diplomatic observers, who sensed an

Federation (APRF).) USSR Foreign Ministry informs the Kremlinhjstoric opportunity to draw India closer to
that in the wake of the Hungarian and Suege United States. (See, e.g., the cable from
IR crises in the fall of 1956, admiration for thethe U.S. ambassador in India, 7 December
United States has risen and Soviet stock hags6, inForeign Relations of the United
MFA USSR plummeted in the newly-independent Asiagtates, 1955-195VIll, 319-25.) But it con-

Tenth Dep‘_artment_ . TOp _SfacreTcountl’ieS that had fOI‘merly belonged to th@(asts Wlth subsequent ana'ysis Of Henry
Making COpgeS 'S perh'bgsg European colonial empires. The Decemb&ijssinger that “the Soviet Union’s acts in
pectalno. 1956 report on the crises’ impact in thequngary cost it no influence among the

113 “Colombo Countries”—referring to Burma, Nonaligned, while the United States gar-

Issuing No. 8600 Ceylon (now Sri Lanka), India, Indonesianered no additional influence among that

Received on 4:10 am, 14 May 1950 and Pakistan, all former colonies which ha(broup as a result of its stand over Suez.”
Sent on 5:30 am, 14 May 1950 gained independence since World War likissinger Diplomacy(New York: Simon &

and signatories of an agreement on ecchuster, 1994), 563-64.) In at least some
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nonaligned countries, and at least for thé&nglish forces not be withdrawn from Egyptiarforces of these countries, along with many offic-
short term, the Soviet analysis shows, tHerritory. ers, are trained in England.

conduct of the superpowersin Hungaryand ~ ©ne of the most prominent personalities of A significant part of the bureaucratic appa-
Suez had indeed reduced the USSR’s ianW—e Incgagl Nanogal Congress Part;:j[CEakra\:jgrtlfjatus (;f In_dla, I?aklst?nhan? C_e;lllonI is prt;served
- . RAJAGOPALACHARI, suggested that Indiafrom the time of English colonial rule, and sup-
ence and, raised t_hat of the United Stateaiithdraw from the British Commonwealth in theports continued ties with England. The main role
Immduc“on by _‘]'m Hershberg, CW”_”:)eventthatEngland rejected the decision ofthe UM the matter of the continued membership of
director; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff, reqarding the question of aggression against Egyidia, Pakistan, and Ceylon in the British Empire
Harriman Institute, Columbia University; Many Indian newspapers and political partiess played by the fact that the great bourgeois and
document provided by Storage Center faupported RAJAGOPALACHARI's demand. land-owning circles of these countries are not
Contemporary Documentation, Moscow. Analogous demands were put forth in Pakistaimterested in breaking economic and political

and in Ceylon. relations with England.

X ko k ko k k Kk % The governments of the “Colombo Coun- Currently, as England has begun to with-
tries” also officially considered the Anglo-Frenchdraw its troops from Egypt, expressions of criti-
aggression in Egypt. However, they restrainedism toward the actions of England in Egypt have
themselves from taking any actions which migh&lmost completely ceased in the “Colombo Coun-
be evidence of a retreat by these countries frotries.”

the policy which they followed earlier in relation And so, the English aggression towards
To Comrade ORLOV, A.L. to England. At a press conference on Novembé&gypt has not led to any sort of noticeable wors-
, in response to a question as to whether Ind@ning of relations of these countries with En-
Comln:ﬁ;g:rgf?nfcgfn{;fi;nnﬁgggﬁéij E).I)_/htgtfgnight apply these or other sanctions agai_nst_ Eg4an_d, although, it is With_out doybt that in con-
Influence of Events in th’e Near East’and IIg;,r|land, NEHRU answered, “We are not thlnklnglectlon with her aggr_esswe ac_tlons in th.e Near
Hungary on relations of the “Colombo Coun_about sa'nctlons. Qn Novembgr 9, NEHRQ Q|East, England’s prestige in Asian countries has
rectly said that India would act incorrectly, if itbeen damaged severely.

ries” rd England, th A, and th i . L o
Usizntc”)wa d England, the USA, and t eSO\”e\;vere to withdraw from membership in the British

The note has been sent to the leadership 8f)mm_onwealth becau§e of ‘.h‘? actions of En- . ”'. .
the MEA USSR, gland in Egypt. The Prime Minister of Ceylon, Recently, in reaction tp the_ even_ts in Hun?
Attachment: On 8 pages. [S.W.R.D.] BANDARANIKE on Novembgr 12 gary, there ha; been a S|gn|f|cqnt increase in
- spoke in a similar vein against a suggestion thapeeches hostile to the Soviet Union in the “Co-
India and Ceylon withdraw from the British Com-lombo Countries.” These speeches are found in

Top Secret
Copy No. 1

(Signed) I. Tugarinov

monwealth. their most extreme form in Pakistan and Burma.
I The President of Pakistan, Iskander MIRZA, In the ruling circles of the “Colombo Coun-
28" December 1956 - . . o .
No. 1869/2 who recently visited Iran, in a conversation witttries” an analogy was made between the English-
’ diplomatic representatives from Arab countrie§rench-Israeli aggression in Egypt and the par-
% x % % accredited to Teheran, announced that “suchti@ipation of Soviet forces in the suppression of

great colonialistic power, such as England, has #ite counter-revolutionary revolt in Hungary. In
its disposal huge military powers, and itis capablparticular, a November 14 declaration of the

.32 C ) . . ) . . L : .
nm Top Segfgt ofany actions.” Therefore, in questions involvingPrime Ministers of India, Burma, Indonesia, and
Copy No. 30 England, itis necessary to follow “a more moder€eylon reads, “each of them has independently

ate course,” and not to take headstronglready expressed their uneasiness about these
The Influence of Events in the Near East and adventuristic ste_p_s. _ events (|_n Egypt and_ Hungary—_Commlttee on
. . w Such a position on the part of the rulingnformation) and their strong disapproval and
in Hungary on the Attitudes of the “Colombo . i - . . R . . .
e circles of the “Colombo Countries” is explainedtheir chagrin in connection with the aggression
Countries” Toward England, the USA, and thef. s L ; X :
Soviet Union irst of all by the sufficiently significant degree toand the intervention of great powers against weak
which these countries are economically and paountries. This is a violation of a condition of the
| litically dependent on England. English capitalUN Charter, and also a direct violation of the
. continues to hold a dominant position in thespirit and letter of the Bandung Conference dec-
The latest events in the Near East and i dina b h fth . fIndia. PaKarati dth inciol dinit”
Hungary led to the appearance of certain ne ading branches of the economies of India, Pakaration and the principles expressed in it.
) . P stan, Burma, and Ceylon, particularly in the plan-  In the above-mentioned declaration, The
elements in the attitudes of the “Colombo Coun- . i . . : .

I iclation economy, manufacturing industry, and alsBrime Ministers of India, Burma, Indonesia, and
tries” toward England, the USA, and the Soviet ™" ) . . .
Union in internal and foreign trade. In India, for ex-Ceylon demanded that Soviet forces be quickly

- . . z%mple, according to information in our posseswithdrawn from Hungary, and that the Hungarian
During the Anglo-French aggression against. 0 A A .
Egypt, an anti-English mood was sharplf'on’ more than 72% of long-term foreign investpeople be granted the right “to decide for them-
: ; “ o ment is English, and this accounts for more thaselves the question of their future and to create the
strengthened in the “Colombo Countries. 0% of all th ) ted in the Indi ¢ that it wishes to h ithout
In these countries, demands were putfortﬁ o of all the money invested in the Indiargovernment that it wis e"s o have, without any
conomy. sort of outside meddling.

for the breaking of relations with England and fof . . . L . .
the Withdrawa? of India. Pakistan gand Cevion In India and Pakistan there remain a signifi-  The “Colombo countries” adhered to this
from the British Commo’nwealth ,,Also on I)\/lo_cant number of English “advisors” and variougosition—which is basically unfriendly toward
vember 3. the Parliament of In.dones’ia unan}ypes of “consultants,” and several Englishmethe USSR—during the U.N.’s consideration of
mously to'ok the decision to recommend to thEVEN 0ccupy official government positions. the so-called Hungarian question. The Pakistani
government that it review the question of th Adecent number of Englishmen remained ilelegation, occupying a position on the Hungar-
?he armed forces of India, Pakistan, and Ceyloiman question which is openly hostile to the Soviet

breaki f relati ith England, should the, . . )
reaxing ot refations wi ngfand, shou eAs in the past, the general staffs of the armednion, even was one of the co-authors of a five-
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country resolution which called for interventionStandard” wrote in November 1956 that the Sgarestige of the USA in Asian countries.
in the Hungarian matter. According to informaviet government The general tone of the coverage of the
tion received from our Chinese friends, the gov- events in Egypt and in Hungary in the press of the
ernment of Burma considers the application of “by its actions in Hungary has made the “Colombo countries” was extremely favorable
sanctions against the Soviet Union in relation to most vulgar mistake in the post-Stalin ep- toward the USA. The statements of a number of
its actions in Hungary a possible step. och. The trust and good wishes which it press organs included positive evaluations of the
In the memorandum of the Indian Govern- received in recent months have quickly role and actions ofthe USA in settling the conflict
ment handed to Com[rade]. GROMYKO on 17 disappeared, and now, after this there may in the Near and Middle East, and also in regard to

December 1956, the current position of the So- follow even more serious events.” the question of the situation in Hungary. In this
viet Union is judged in its essentials, and it is way, the USA was assigned the role as the most
asserted that The Prime Minister of Burma U BA SWE active supporter of a peaceful settlement of the

“the events in Hungary shatter the beliefof said directly that the policy of the Soviet governsituation in Egypt.
millions of people, who had beguntoview mentis directed toward undermining the founda- The fact that the reelection of President
the USSR as the defender of peace and tions of the United Nations. Eisenhower received a favorable reaction in the
rights of the weakest people.” NEHRU, touching on the situation in Hun-“Colombo countries” is also noteworthy. Many
gary, announced at the opening of a UNESC®ewspapers in those countries, including those of
It should be noted that the evaluation of theonference on November 5: leftist orientation, expressed satisfaction over the
Hungarian situation by the “Colombo Countries” re-election of EISENHOWER as President, view-
corresponds to a significant degree with the Yu- “Now we see that the five principles are ing it as a “firm guarantee of the maintenance of
goslavian point of view on this question. Accord-  just words which have no meaning for peace.”

ing to information in our possession, NEHRU certain countries that assert the right to Recently, inthe press of the “Colombo coun-
and [Burmese Prime Minister] U BA SWE sup-  resolve problems by means of overwhelm- tries” there have appeared reports of a possible
port close contact with Yugoslavia on the Hun- ing force.” change in the positions of these countries toward
garian question. the USA. In particular, in certain reports of

Inthis connection itis necessary to pointout  In his 20 December 1956 speech at thbdian newspapers it has been mentioned that it
that NEHRU, in his speech to the Indian ParliaAmerican United Nations Association, NEHRUmakes sense for India to revise its foreign policy
ment on 20 November 1956, underlined thadsserted that Hungary “had been forced to funeo as to move closer to the USA.

TITO is in a position to give a correct evaluatiortion in a way which contradicts the will of the Regarding this, the fact that the USA over a
of events in Europe and that India, in working outesidents of the country.” short period of time has taken real steps toward a
its foreign policy program, to a certain degree is  Judging by facts in our possession, one agapprochement with India has special meaning.
led by his evaluation. Besides this, NEHRUthe reasons for the cooling off in attitudes towarth January 1956, the government of the USA
speaking about Tito’s speech in Pula [Yugoslahe Soviet Union in the “Colombo countries” isannounced that it had rescinded a previously-
via—ed.], noted that to him many points in thidound in the not entirely exact fulfillment of our taken decision to reduce economic aid to India by
speech seem correct. trade obligations by Soviet enterprises, whicl0 million dollars, and, besides this, had decided

The Government of India is in full accordcauses dissatisfaction in a range of countries. So, provide India, free of charge, 100 thousand
with the position of Yugoslavia regarding [over-for example, Burmese business circles expressns of steel products required for restoration and
thrown Hungarian leader] Imre NAGY. And so,serious complaints relating to delays in the deliveconstruction of the Indian railroad network. In
NEHRU, in his conversation with CHOU EN- ery of most Soviet goods and violations of termMarch 1956, the government of the USA gave
LAI which took place on 3 December 1956,n the fulfillment of contracts. India 26 million dollars for the purchase of vari-
expressed India’s disagreement with the actions Recently, representatives of certain politious types of machinery, and in August 1956
of the Soviet government on this question. Aceal circles and organs of the press in the “Caoncluded with NEHRU’s government an agree-
cording to NEHRU, “facts of this type are ex-lombo countries” have spoken in favor of a rementto provide India agricultural products worth
tremely unfavorable for the USSR.” view of the policy of these countries toward th60.1 million dollars, of which 65% would be

Recently, many political parties, organs ofSoviet Union. And so, the newspaper “Hindustagiven in the form of a loan and 15% in the form
the press, and a range of leading political figuréeBimes,” which is close to the Indian governmentof a grants.
of the “Colombo countries” have begun to speatrote that events in Eastern Europe and the Near The government of the USA is also trying to
very critically of the foreign policy of the Soviet and Middle East “oblige India to review its for-broaden its political contacts with India and to
Union, pointing out in this regard that the eventsign policy.” draw India closer to the USA on a range of
in Eastern Europe bear witness “to the insincerity At the same time, it must be noted that thanternational questions. With this goal, the gov-
of the Soviet Union” and about its unwillingnesgelationships of the “Colombo countries” withernment of the USA, according to information for
to consistently adhere to the five principles obther countries of the Socialist camp—and pathe Soviet Embassy in Delhi, made it clear to the
peaceful coexistence. ticularly with the PRC—have recently under-ndians that the USA wished to renew negotia-

The following comments from the Indiangone further development. Bearing withness ttions towards conclusion of an Indo-American
press are representative of these opinions. Athis, for example, are such facts as the extremetiyeaty on friendship, trade, and navigation.
cording to the newspaper “Indian Express,” Sdriendly reception which CHOU EN-LAI was The above American measures are received
viet policy, which preached its devotion to thegiven in India, and the journey of U NU to thefavorably by the Indian government, which is
principles of “panch shil” [Ed. note: This refers toPRC, which took place during the sharpening dhterested in receiving necessary economic aid

the “five principles"—of mutual respect, the situation in Hungary. from the USA. NEHRU himself manifests a
nonagression, noninterference, equality and mu- certain inclination towards rapprochement with
tual benefit, and peaceful coexistence—espoused Il the USA. It is deserving of attention that pre-

by Nehru to apply to Indian-Chinese relations,  Recent events in Hungary and in the Neaisely after the events in Hungary and in the Near
and to international relations generally.] is nowEast and the position of the USA during theskast, NEHRU agreedto accept EISENHOWER'’s
unmasked. Theinfluential newspaper “Hindustaavents have made possible an increase in thwitation, and visited the USA in December
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1956, even though he earlier, as is well knowDemocratic challenger in 1952 and 1956, toemerges is a surprisingly plausible, bal-
had avoided a trip to the USA for a long time. pe “the most acceptable” candidate to suc-anced, and even nuanced appraisal not so
As is well-known, the joint communique ceed Eisenhower, and the most likely talifferent from those advanced by many sub-
about  NEHRU's  negotiations  with ;46 1y S -Soviet relation&ifrushchev  sequent historians, although not so glowing
E'SENHOWER' published 20 December 19‘E’Gﬁemembere{Boston: Little, Brown, 1970), as to satisfy Kennedy’s most ardent admir-
oes not contain any concrete agreements. Att 8 ) ) . .
same time, it mentions that both sides affirm tha07;Khrushchev Remembers.The LastTesers or hagiographers. . Eoreshgdowmg
existence of a broad area of agreement betwetHnent(Boston: Little, Brown, 1974), 488.) Khrushchev's later description of his coun-
India and the USA, who are linked by tightbonds ~ But the twice-defeated Stevenson haterpart as “flexible,” the embassy finds JFK
of friendship, based on the compatibility of theirejected a third bid, and at the July 1960a “typical pragmatist,” ready to change
goals and adherence to the highest principles Dfemocratic Convention in Los Angeles positions according to shifting calculations
free democracy.” Kennedy had emerged as his party’s stamsf situations and his own interests (as evi-
During his visit to the USA, in one of his gard-bearer to take on Republican candi-denced by his fence-sitting on McCarthy,
speeches (20 December) NEHRU strongly laudegl e Richard Nixon. Nevertheless, for thend his alliance with conservative Demo-
émerlcg_s morally leading” role in the Middle g et 10ader, choosing a favorite in the U.Scrat Lyndon Johnson despite embracing the
ast crisis and the events in Hungary. . . . S . . .
It is entirely possible that, as a result 0pre5|d('ant|al campaignwas easy- Khru_shcheWe Ilbgral ). It descrl'bes a Cal'JtIOUS,.
NEHRU's negotiations with EISENHOWER, aSa@W Nixon, his antagonist in the “Kitchendispassionate, energetic yet deliberative
real improvement in Indo-American relationsD€bate” at a 1959 Moscow trade fair, as anpolitician who can also be sociable and
will take place, and that could negatively impactaggressive” anti-communist who “owed “charming” when required, aman with“an
the relations of India with the USSR. his career to that devil of darknessacute, penetrating mind” able to quickly
Judging by reports in the press, in the neaylcCarthy”—and Khrushchev's post-Campgrasp the essence of a situation, and to
future an increase in American aid to Pakistahayid fondness for the Eisenhower Adminunderstand people well. Yet it judges that

Burma and other “Colombo countries” will bejgy ainn had dissipated after the U-2 affair Kennedy, “while not a mediocrity,” lacks

proposed. The Burmese government, with hallﬁ May, which aborted a planned East-Westhe necessary attributes of originality, philo-
previously refused aid from the USA, has al- D : \ . . w L
ready at the present time entered into negotiﬁymm|t in Paris as well as lke's ant|C|pe_1tedsoph|caI dgpth and “breadth of.perceptlon
tions about receiving American loans. There i¥iSit to the USSR. Kennedy probably didn’to be considered “an outstanding person.”
reason to suggest that in the near future thefairt his stock in Moscow by saying that he,  As to JFK’s views on international af-
could take place a certain strengthening in thgnlike Eisenhower, would have apologizedairs, the profile presciently senses the “quite
relations of the USA with the other “Colombofor the spy flight, and Khrushchev later toldcontradictory” strains that would charac-
countries.” JFK (at their June 1961 Vienna summit) thaterize U.S.-Soviet ties during his brief presi-
he had “voted” for him by delaying the dency. On the positive side, from the
release of the captured U.S. pilot Francisembassy’s view, there is Kennedy’s criti-
'‘Gary Powers until after the election. cism of Eisenhower policies he sees as dog-

(Khrushchev Remembei08;Khrushchev matic and worse, failures, e.g., “liberating”

Genuineness affirmed:
Deputy Chairman, Committee of Information
USSR Foreign Ministry.

Correct: [signed] |. TUGARINOV Remembers: The Last Testametf0-91.) Eastern Europe and shunning communist
Still, as Khrushchev later conceded, despit€hina; his support for a nuclear testban and
“28" December 1956 having a clear preference, “We had little other arms control measures; and his belief,
Attachment to No. 1869/2 knowledge of John Kennedy,” other thanin contrast to some hardliners, that high-
that he was “a young man, very promisinglevel U.S.-Soviet talks were, in general, worth
(Source: TskhSD.) and very rich—amillionaire ... distinguished pursuing. At the same time, though, it cor-
by his intelligence, his education, and higectly notes that Kennedy’s envisioned path
1. “A Typical Pragmatist”: political skill.” (Khrushchev Remembers: to a superpower “modus vivendi” was con-
The Soviet Embassy Profiles The Last Testamen488-89.) ditioned upon a significant U.S. military
John F. Kennedy, 1960 Khrushchev's initial assessment wasbuild-up that would allow Washington to

probably informed, at least in part, by thedeal with Moscow from a “position of

In August 1960, Soviet Foreign Minisprofile reproduced below, prepared bystrength’—and such a course, the embassy
ter Andrei Gromyko forwarded to Premiercharge d’affaires Mikhail Smirnovsky. states ominously, would “in practice signify
Khrushchev a political profile, prepared byThough itinevitably mentions JFK’s wealthya speeding-up of the arms race and, there-
the USSR Embassy in Washington, of theckground, the profile does not dwell onfore, a further straining of the international
recently-nominated Democratic presidenhis “class consciousness” and presents aituation” with all its attendant conse-
tial candidate, Senator John F. Kennedystraightforward, no-nonsense analysis of higuences. Worse, on Berlin, Khrushchev's
Khrushchev had met JFK once before—-political background, development, andtop priority, JFK was “outright bellicose”—
briefly, during a visitto the United States theiews; his personality; and, of greatest in-ready to risk nuclear war rather than aban-
previous fall, when he was introduced to thgerest to the Kremlin, his likely impact, if don West Berlin.
members of the Senate Foreign Relatiorgected, on U.S.-Soviet relations. Despite  Thus, one finds the essential ingredi-
Committee. Though “impressed” by theminor slips (Kennedy only narrowly de-ents that would characterize Kennedy’s re-
young congressman, Khrushchev consideated Henry Cabot Lodge in the 1952 Senations with Khrushchev once JFK entered
ered Adlai Stevenson, the unsuccessfaie race, not by “a wide margin”), what the White House—a tough stance on inter-
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national questions, especially Berlin, thain journalism; he was present in 1945 at the firsdlly to this tendency, Kennedy simultaneously
would lead to some of the sharpest crises epnference of the UN in San Francisco and at tievoided condemning the movement, even when
the Cold War, yet also the desire to reducBotsdam conference in the capacity of a specidle majority of his colleagues in the Senate ex-
the danger of nuclear war and the fl exibi“tycc;rrr\(/aiigc:ndent ofthe agency “International NevvpressAtTldtﬁipgzlsrci)\r) écs) l\ﬁgﬁ:;tgg’z ?;tlé)lzz ::;/1:)5(34.
to Seek_a dramatic improvement in relatlong In November of 1946, Kennedy was electeg@ressed political persona, and although in the past
oncg _C'rcumStanCPjS changed, thes_e la.tt(;t‘fnited States Congressman from the Democratiew years he has acquired the label of a “liberal,”
qualities would animate the relaxation N4y in one of the districts of the state of Massan fact his “liberalism” is rather relative, as is
superpowertiesin 1963, epitomized by JFK'shusetts; in 1948 and in 1950 he was re-electedewidenced in particular by his present political
American University speech and the signingongress from this same district. alliance with the representative of the reactionary
of a limited test-ban treaty, that was cut In 1952, Kennedy was elected to the USAouthern wing of the Democratic party, Lyndon
short by Kennedy’s assassination. IntroducSenate from Massachusetts, having beaten Rishnson.

tion by Jim Hershberg, CWIHP director; Républican opponent, Senator Henry Lodge, by  In general and in’ view of the aforemen-
document provided by Viadislay M. Zubolg TS0 P8, L 08 et Imporant sspedts of domesto e I the
Natlonql Security A.rChI.VE’ Wallshlngton, DCimportant committees in the Senate — the ConJSA can be characterized in the following way.
translation by Benjamin Aldrich-Moody. mittee on Foreign Affairs, where he chairs the  Like the majority of other Democrats,
Subcommittee on International Organizationennedy advocates greater governmental inter-
and the Committee on Labor Affairs and Sociabention in the economic life of the country with
Welfare, in which he chairs the Subcommittee othe goal of artificially stimulating it by large
Labor Affairs, as well as being a member of thgovernmental expenditures on both military needs
) _ . Joint Economic Committee in Congress. and on all sorts of programs in the social sphere.
I sgnd an analysis on Kennedy which is At the convention of the Democratic Party He advocates abolishing the present Repub-
of interest, sent by the USSR Embassy i, 1956, Kennedy was a candidate amongst thiean policy of “hard money” with its high interest

* k k % *x k k% %

To Comrade N.S. Khrushchev

in the USA (by charge d'affaires contenders for the post of USA vice-presidentates, which, he believes, is leading to a worsen-
Comrade Smirnovsky) although he was defeated. ing of the economic situation.
Immediately after this, that is in 1956, Another method of economic stimulation,
A. Gromyko

Kennedy began actively preparing to declare hiselieves Kennedy, is the expansion of consumer
candidacy for the Presidency of the US in thdemand with the aid of a certain income tax cut
3 August 1960 1960 elections, having composed in past yearder definite categories of people: in particular,
branching and well-organized personal politicapersons with low incomes. But at the same time
machine. (According to the press, Kennedy dte openly announced that he will not hesitate to
this time had already expended more than twaise taxes if he considers it economically justi-
million dollars on his election campaign.) fied and indispensable for attaining serious po-
. oo In the end, despite initial serious doubts ititical goals.
(John Fitzgerald Kennedy) [Englishin - pemqcratic Party circles about his candidacy, In the area of agriculture, Kennedy before
original—ed.] doubts which stemmed from Kennedy’s belongt956 spoke out in support of the current Repub-
ing to the Catholic Church and his relative youtHjcan policy of variable process for agricultural
at the Democratic Party convention which toolproduce. However, over the past few years,
lace in Los Angeles from 11 - 15 July, Kennedglearly considering the upcoming elections, he
~_JohnF. Kennedy was born on 29 May 191grevailed, having amassed on the first ballot 808witched to the position of advocates of prices
in Brookline, a suburb of Boston, Massachusettyyes with a minimum of 761 votes, after whictsupports for agricultural produce at a high level
in & rich family of Irish extraction. his candidacy was confirmed unanimously.  and the reduction of percentage rates on farm

* * * * * *

JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY

/Political character sketch/

~ Kennedy received his secondary education credit. On the whole, Kennedy advocates strict
in private schools. After finishing high schoolin  ennedys position regarding domestic ~ control of agricultural production through the
1935 he spent a semester studying in England in policy in the USA limits on the size of the harvest and cultivated

the London School of Economics, then studied

for some time at Princeton University _/USA_‘/' In his general philosophical views Kennedydistribution of agricultural surplus within the
from which he transferred to Harvard Universitys 5 typical pragmatist. Accordingly, in his politi-country and abroad.
/USA/, which he completed with honors in 194Q.) 5¢tivity he is not governed by any firm convic-  In the area of work legislation Kennedy
with a degree in political science. In1940Kennedy,ns byt by purely pragmatic considerationssame out against the adoption of the famous Taft-
attended a course of lectures in the trade-andafining his positions on any given concretdiartley law, not, however, because of its anti-
commerce department of Stanford University. circumstances and, most importantly, on his owiabor character, but because he considered it too
Not long before the Second World Warjyeregts. inflexible. Along these lines he now advocates
Kennedy visited a series of countries in Latin - pyring the years that he was in Congressevoking this law, proposing to offer the Presi-
America, the Near East, and Europe, includingennedy's positions on a given matter, or owlent “maximum freedom to choose the means” in
the Soviet Union. _ analogical matters was not seldom inconsistettte struggle with strikes instead of the harsh
In 1941, Kennedy vol_untarlly entered theand contradictory, and in especially controversiaystem of measures established by the Taft-
Navy, where he served until 1945, commandingitical situations Kennedy generally preferredHartiey law.
a motor torpedo-boat in the Pacific military they, 4y0id revealing his position; an example is his ~ Kennedy himself is the author of a series of
ater. In 1943 he was injured. [He was] Awardegaayior concerning the McCarthyist-profascisbills impinging on workers' rights, in particular,
amedal for displaying heroism in saving the livegsngency in USA political life in the beginning oftheir right to picket, and leading to the establish-

of the members Of h's_ crew. ) the 1950s. While not attaching himself persomment of governmental control over trade union
After demobilization Kennedy got involved

land. Kennedy stands for a program of wider
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activity. mind not some far-reaching program of full liqui-ing the system of USA bases, inside the country

At the same time, Kennedy advocates adation of armaments and military forces of thend abroad, and simultaneously accelerating the
increase of unemployment benefits and federéo states, but instead, again some plan to conté¢velopment and expanding production of dif-
government aid to regions especially burdeneekisting armaments and military forces with justerent missiles. At the same time, Kennedy
with unemployment, as well as a hike in the legalome reductions. proposes modernizing conventional forces once
minimum wage and a widening of the group  Kennedy quite logically argues for attaininghaving made them maximally mobile and able to
falling under the minimum wage law. an agreement on halting nuclear weapons testirfight “lesser wars” at any point on the globe.

In the issue of civil rights Kennedy quitebelieving that the renewal of these tests could In this way, while in principle advocating a
logically advocates granting Negroes rights equabmpromise the military position of the USA insearch for a modus vivendi in USA-USSR rela-
with Whites’ in all areas of life, observing, how-view of the threat of widening the circle of coun-ions in order to avoid worldwide military con-
ever, “proper procedure,” i.e. to be implementetties possessing nuclear weapons. In his letter fhitt, Kennedy at the same time stands for such
by administrative power in compliance with the30 April 1960 Kennedy informed Eisenhowerpaths to a modus vivendi which in practice sig-
relevant laws. that if he, Kennedy, were elected president heify a speeding-up of the arms race and, there-

In keeping with the general Democratiowould renew the moratorium on all undergroundore, a further straining of the international situ-
emphasis on implementing different social pronuclear tests, if an agreement about such a mogtion with all the consequences that result from
grams, Kennedy supports federal allocations fagorium were to be attained between interestetthis.
the construction of homes with low rents andountries during Eisenhower’s administration. On such issues as the Berlin question,
slum liquidation; he stands for federal aid to  During the course of events connected witkiKennedy’s position is outright bellicose: he openly
construct school buildings and increase salarid¢ise provocative flights of American U-2 airplanesannounces that the USA should sooner start a
for school teachers and instructors in higheasnd the ensuing disruption of the summit confemuclear war than leave Berlin, since “being
education; forincreasing pension sizes; for medence, from Kennedy came the announcement tredqueezed out of Germany, and being squeezed
cal aid to the elderly along the lines of a socidah the President’s place he would not have abut of Europe, which means being squeezed out

service. lowed such flights on the eve of the summit, andf Asia and Africa, and then we’re /the USA/
in the situation developing in Paris would havaext.” He sees the possibility of involving the UN

Kennedy’s position on USA considered it possible to apologize to the USSR some capacity in the Berlin question only as a

foreign policy issues for the flights /but not to punish the guilty partiesmeans of strengthening the position of the West-

since in this situation he himself was guilty/.  ern powers in West Berlin, not as a way of
Onissues of USA foreign policy and, above ~ While placing blame for the fact of the dis-replacing them there.
all, on the aspect of chief importance in foreigmuption of the summit with the Soviet Union, Kennedy considers the policy of the former
policy—relations between the USA and thenevertheless Kennedy sees the fundamental ré&epublican administration of “liberating” the
USSR, Kennedy'’s position, like his position orson for what happened in the fact that the Soviebuntries of people’s democracy [i.e. East Euro-
domestic policy in the USA is quite contradic-Union, in his opinion, actually found it more pean Soviet Satellites—ed.] as unrealistic and
tory. advantageous to use the incident with the U-Baving suffered complete failure. However, heis
Kennedy views relations between the US/lane for the maximum political effect, rathemotinclined to admit on this basis the irreversibil-
and USSR as relations of constant struggle aidan going to a summit under conditions when thigy of the changes in those countries. He proposes
rivalry, which, on different levels can, however USA, as Kennedy admits, came to the summgimply to conduct a more flexible policy in rela-
in his opinion, take on different concrete formscompletely unprepared for serious and wide-rangion to countries of people’s democracy, trying
Considering that in the world there is ang bilateral talks. gradually to weaken their economic and ideo-
conflict of “basic national interests” of the USA However, Kennedy sees the main reason fdogical ties with the Soviet Union by granting
and USSR and that because of this one canntbe USA'’s inability, given present conditions, tothem America “aid,” widened trade, tourism,
expect fundamental change in their relationgonduct such talks with the USSR in the USA’'student and professorial exchanges, by creating
Kennedy nevertheless grants the possibility oflass of a “position of strength” over the past 7-&merican information centers in those countries,
mutually acceptable settlement of these relatiorygars. Kennedy considers the restoration of themd so on. Kennedy was, in particular, the initia-
on the basis of a mutual effort to avoid nucledtposition of strength” the main task facing thetor of a Senate amendment to the famous “Battle
war. For this reason Kennedy, in principlelJSA and a necessary precondition for renewinhill” in order to grant the President wide discre-
advocates talks with the Soviet Union, rejectingigh-level talks with the USSR. “Until this taskistion in granting economic “aid” to European
as “too fatalistic” the opinion that “you can’t completed,” states Kennedy, “there is no sense aountries of people’s democracy. Kennedy re-
trust” the Soviet Union, that it “doesn’t observereturning to a summit meeting.” And further:serves a special place for Poland in the plan to
treaties,” etc. “Above all we must make sure that henceforwardetach countries from the socialist camp, consid-
In connection with this Kennedy openlywe conduct talks from a position of strength—ogring it the weakest link in the group.
criticizes the position of the USA governmenmilitary strength, economic strength, strength of  Kennedy also considers the USA policy
and the West as a whole on the question @leas, and strength of purpose.” toward the People’s Republic of China to be a
disarmament, pointing out the West's lack of a  In keeping with this conception, Kennedy failure, insofar as it was unable to achieve its
concrete plan in this area. For his part, hkaving earlier been a supporter of big defendgasic goal—the subversion of the country’s new
proposed to create in the USA a single goverspending “until the attainment of an agreement oorder. While admitting the necessity of “re-
ment organ which would develop a “viable prodisarmament,” now in all his public statement&valuating” USA policy toward the PRC, Kennedy
gram of disarmament” as well as plans for themphasizes the absolute necessity of strengtheteesn’t propose, however, that the USA quickly
transition of the American economy from a mili-ing the USA military capability, not shying awayrecognize the PRC de jure and lift its opposition
tary to a peaceful orientation and different profrom a significant increase on defense spendingp the PRC’s admission to the UN, raising in this
grams of international cooperation in the sociowith the goal of liquidating the present gap irconnection the usual provisos about the PRC’s
economic sphere. However, in speaking aboltSA-USSR “nuclear strike capability,” Kennedy“aggression” and so on. At this point he only
the need for the United States to develop proposes implementing a program of “constaradvocates drawing in the PRC to talks about the
realistic plan for disarmament, Kennedy has imigilance” for USA strategic aircraft, reorganiz-cessation of nuclear weapons tests, insofar as this
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is dictated by practical necessity, and, followingng mind capable of quickly assimilating andforced to resign because of differences with
this, also about the establishment of cultural ar@halyzing the essence of a given phenomendRposevelt's foreign policy: he spoke out against
economic contracts between the USA and PR®ut at the same time he lacks a certain breadthldSA military aid to England, was a supporter of
In regards to this Kennedy does not conceal theerception, the ability to think over a mattetChamberlain’s Munich policy and in general
fact that he sees such contacts above all agphilosophically and make appropriate generalisympathized with Hitler. (This fact is now being
means of penetrating the PRC and collectingations. By the make-up of his mind he is morased by John F. Kennedy’s opponents in order to
information about its internal condition. Whileof a good catalyst and consumer of others’ ide@®@mpromise him in the eyes of the voters.)
advocating a “reduction in tensions in the regioand thoughts, not a creator of independent and John F. Kennedy was married in 1953 to
of Taiwan” and a refusal to “defend” the Chineseriginal ideas. Jacqueline Bouvier, the daughter of a rich New
coastal islands of Matsu and Quemoy, Kennedy In keeping with this Kennedy is very at-York banker. He has one daughter, Caroline,
supports continued USA occupation of Taiwamached to the institution of advisors called upon tborn in 1957.
itself and readiness to “defend” the island. suggest interesting ideas and to work up detailed
Inkeeping with his general stand on strengthreports on various problems, but makes the fingbource: TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 30, D. 335, LI. 92-
ening the position of the USA in the world,decision on serious problems himself, not ert08.)
Kennedy lends greatimportance to strengtheningusting this function to his underlings.
NATO and in general to the issue of USA allies.  Kennedy understands people well and in ok ook kX
In connection with this Kennedy holds to thegeneral is a good organizer, as is evidenced, in
opinion that NATO should be, on one hand, “garticular, by the harmonious and efficiently- |y, “Spill-Over” from the Prague
vital, united, military force,” and on the other, arrunning apparatus he has put together for his Spring—A KGB Report
organ for overcoming political and economicelection campaign.
differences between participating nations and for ~ Temperamentally, Kennedy is a rather re- .
coordinating their policy towards weakly devel-strained, dispassionate, and reserved person, al- in ea.lrly November 1968, KGB Chair-
oped countries. though he knows how to be sociable and evdan Yuri Andropov presented a Secret_' 33-
Kennedy considers the issue of policy to“charming’—it is this latter quality in particular Page reportto the CPSU Central Committee
ward weakly developed countries, along witlwhich explains the popularity Kennedy gained idbout the mood of Soviet college students.
that of the renewal of US military strength, to behe primary elections in a series of states througi-he report was transmitted after the Soviet
of the utmost importance in terms of the outcomeut the nation. invasion of Czechoslovakia, but it had been
ofthe struggle between the socialistand capitalist ~ Kennedy is very cautious and avoids takingompleted sometime before then, and had
worl_ds. In order to prevent a further |ncrea§e_|hasty, prec_lpltou_s.demsmns, butc_ioes not displaysen circulating within the KGB. It is not
the influence of the USSR and other socialistxcessive indecision. Kennedy is the author
countries in the weakly developed countries ahree bookswWhy England Slepi940/,Profiles Andropov's cover memorandum and the re-
Asia, Africa, and Latin America, Kennedy pro-in Courage /1956/ andStrategy of Peace a . P -
poses that the USA, in conjunction with its Westeollection of his speeches /1960/, as well as B\ort itself md'ce_‘te that the author was a
ern European allies and Japan, work out broaiignificant number of magazine articles. college student in Odessa who had recently
long-term programmes of economic aid to these  During the post-war years Kennedy has refinished his degree. Presumably, the author
countries along the lines of the “Marshall plan.’teived honorary doctorates from many Americawas a KGB informant during his student
Kennedy gives India especial attention in plangniversities and colleges. days, but that is not entirely clear from the
for aid to weakly developed countries, consider-  Heisamember ofthe organizations: “Amerigocument. What clear is that the author
ing the economic competition between India andan Legion,” “Veterans of Foreign Wars,” andy g5 capable of offering trenchant, first-hand
the PRC to be of decisive importance in thé&Knights of Columbus.”
struggle for Asia. At the same time Kennedy is

Yiear precisely who drafted the report, but

observations about the younger generation

quite critical of the practice of bringing weakly X X X inthe IUSfSr:? Hehfreguently “exprless'edflls}ap-
developed countries into military blocks such as proval of the behavior and “worldview” o

SEATO and CENTO, which, in his opinion,  Kennedy’s family is among the 75 richest ino0Viet youth, but was remarkably candid in
unlike NATO, are “paper alliances,” concludedthe USA. It is worth, by different accounts,his analysis and did not hesitate to bring up
moreover “with reactionary governments that dbetween 200 and 400 million dollars. John F:negative phenomena” such as students’
not have the support of their peoples,” and whicKennedy’s personal income at present is abogrofound cynicism toward the official ideol-
for this reason do not strengthen, but, on th£00,000 dollars a year. However, in his elector@gy and propaganda, their receptivity to
contrary, weaken the position of the USAin theseampaign he has the broad financial support §f/astern culture and ideas, the resentment
countries and regions. his father and other members of the family; mamy ot most students felt toward the Soviet
of whom—his brother and sister—are taking parltJnion’s “fraternal” allies. the high inci-
Kennedy as a person personally in the campaign. . ’ 9 .
Kennedy's father - Joseph P. Kennedy, noence of excessive alcohol consumption and
Kennedy himself and his supporters now aré1 years old, first acquired the family fortune bys€Xual promiscuity, and the entrenched anti-
trying however possible to create the impressiovarious forms of speculation on the stock marké®emitism of Russian and Ukrainian students.
that he is a strong personality of the caliber cind by commerce in alcoholic beverages. At  Of particular interest is a section of the
Franklin D. Roosevelt, a leader of the new gerpresent he is one of the leading figures in theeport dealing specifically with the impact
eration able to lead the country to “new heights.Boston financial group. In the first years ofof the Prague Spring, the reform movement
Judging, however, on the strength of théranklin D. Roosevelt's presidency, Joseph Rpat swept the Czechoslovakian communist
available evidence about him, Kennedy, whil&ennedy supported his political program; he w. rty, and society, in early 1968. That sec-
not a mediocrity, is unlikely to possess the qualihe first head of a committee on securities andagfgn és well as Anaro ov's cover.memoran-
ties of an outstanding person. the marine committee. From 1937 to 1940 he was™ ' P

He has, by all accounts, an acute, penetrahie US ambassador to England; however he w ym, is' trans'lated here' The full text of the
report is available in Moscow at TsKhSD,
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the repository for the post-1952 archives aduced, translated, and provided by Mark

the former CPSU Central Committee.  Kramer, Center for Foreign Policy Develop- ~ Students’ attitudes toward the ongoing situ-
The report's conclusions about thement, Brown University, and Russian Reation in Czechoslovakia are of two main types.

“spill-over” from Czechoslovakia are ex- search Center, Harvard University. Onthe one hand, indignation is expressed toward

. - the “brothers,” whom we “have been subsidizing
tremely important because they go against for so many years” and who are now responding

conventional wisdom. Western ,Observers rrrEEm with vile ingratitude. This group of students,

have_generally assumgd that Soviet students among whom are participants in the Hungarian

were indifferent to hostile toward the Pragud HE COMMITTEE FOR STATE events, demand decisive measures and the use of

Spring. Although ferment and rebelliousSECURITY OF THE COUNCIL military force. However, this group is small in

ness were rife in 1968—in France, in thé)': MINISTERS OF THE USSR number.

United States, and even Poland—the pre- The rest of the students, who generally take
. . . 5 November 1968 . .

vailing view has been that Soviet students pleasure in anything that causes problems for or

; ; i+ conflicts with the official line, are watching the
were notable mainly for their political apa- SECRET  ongoing situation in Czechoslovakia Wit?l be-

thy. I’3ut“|f the author Of,,thls report and the . nevolent curiosity. They have no real sense of
KGB'’s “other sources” are cqrrect, the A document has been received at the Congat all this can lead to. They are impressed by
mood among Soviet students in 1968 wasittee for State Security in which a number of,o czech students, who have become a major
far more restive than prEViOUS|y beliEVEd.Udgments are set forth about contemporary Stgbciaj force. Some even CO”temp]ate (a|beit hy_
The Czechoslovakian reforms, according tBents and youth. , pothetically) the possibility of repeating the Czech
the report, were of great interest to Soviet '€ author of the document is a college,perience in our own country. In a discussion
students in Odessa. The author noted th &udent who has been in the company of manyit the author of this review, a third-year student

only a small number of the students he h ung poets, artists, and performers, and who hgﬁid: “It'sinteresting to think whether such events

ken partin the competitions of the *Club for the,q |4 take place here. | personally would take
encountered were opposed to the reformggpny and Quick-witted” (GHQ). [The GHQ et they gid." p y

whereas a large majority favored the Praguevas a popular television program—M.K.] " \yhat has attracted especially great interest
Spring and hoped thatsmﬂarch_anges might _Despite the immaturity of the author and higs the creation of opposition parties. The very
come to the USSR. Whether this was true @fvious subjectivism V\_/hen af?alyZlng certainy o g “opposition” is something students find
students all over the Soviet Union is unmatters, the document, in our view, merits closgnseajing, and even the most thoughtful of them
clear, but the author implied that his find-attention, since many of the propositions in itegard the creation of an opposition party as a
ings did indeed apply to the country as §°/NCide with the views of our other Sources.  so|tion to the paradox they have encountered:
whole. (It is worth remembering, however, Taking account of this information, the KGB 1 stryggle for the Soviet regime is against the

i s adopting measures to study negative Process&syiet regime.” Hence, they are following events
that the report was compileldefore the g , they g

; 8 ) .. and to prevent politically harmful development i g ; _
invasion. If appropriate data were avail- Sn Czechoslovakia with great interest. The ex

- : : among our youth that might arise from thes@egses cited in the Soviet press seem largely
able, it would be interesting to compargrocesses. harmless to them, and the official commentaries

students’ pre- and post-invasion views.) seem too pointed.

AUQ"OPOV himself C|ea_r|y ?ttaChed highAttachment: Document numbering 33 pages. The place where students are afraid of the
credibility to the author’s findings. He em- situation that has unfolded is China....
phasized that the report “coincides with the CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE FOR The events in Poland, given their brief dura-
views of our other sources” and “deserves STATE SECURITY tion, did not attact special attention. From time to

close attention,” and affirmed that the KGB . time, rumors circulate about anti-Semitic purges
would “take account of this information” in [signed] Andropov in Poland. The Russian segment of the students
and the Ukrainians would welcome such devel-

its efforts to “prevent politically harmful Kok ok ok ok ok ko

developments among our youth.” Thus, the opments.

excerpts from the report presented here can ATTACHMENT (Source: TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 48, LI. 120-
be safely construed as a reflection of the 153)

KGB'’s own concerns about the domestic ~ The concept of a “student” in our country

“spill-over” from the Prague Spring. Even €ncompasses an extraordinarily Iarge .number of V. Andropov Analyzes the ABM
if those concerns were at times overstatedg—gggﬁ)‘e"’g‘r’]"g":rucsep:ﬁzeggﬁ:‘/?;'z][nftjlrl‘?i;deto Negotiations, 1971
either deliberately o.r InadVertenﬂy_theundergraduate students, who are potentially, by . .
mere fact that they existed helps account fQfiye of a number of factors, the most socially ~ 1he document below provides a fasci-
the KGB's antipathy toward the Praguensiaple and most easily swayed group in tHeating glimpse into Soviet intelligence col-
Spring. Combined with other trends in thgopulation. These factors include the group'#ection, analysis, and support of diplomatic
Soviet Union at the time, most notably theelative youthfulness, the daily contacts the mermegotiation. It is generally well informed on
increased activity and visibility of the dissi-bers have with others like themselves, the menkmerican negotiating positions and the pref-
dent movement, the prospect of encountdiers’ lack of material obligations (for the mosterences of various agencies in Washington

ing widespread unrest among Soviet cofart) before their families, and so forth. with respect to the issues in the SALT nego-
lege students was enough to convince KGB STUDENTS AND THE EVENTS IN tiations in mid-April 1971. Although sources
officials that the sooner the Czechoslovak CZECHOSLOVAKIA are not directly indicated (with such vague
reforms ended, the better. Document intro- references as “according to information we
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have received”), there are indirect refer-limiting the arms race remains the same. Nixon'deployment of ABM systems to the defense of
ences including references to “experts closgovernment proceeds from the fact that the sug@ist the capitals of both states could inspire strong
to U.S. government circles,” and one refergestions introduced by the American delegatioapposition to the MIRV-type warheads deploy-
ence to a conversation of U.S. SALT de|eg§1_stAugustin Vienna grovidethe basisfck)]r achie\g;*erllt program in Congress and U.S. political
. . . w1 ing an agreement advantageous to the Unitaitcles. Air Force representatives insist on con-
tion chief Gerard Smlth WIEh a diplomat States. It will use all means to strive for theinuing the intensive deployment of a broad sys-
from on.e of the U.S. allies. The_ KGB Wa%onsolidation of the guantitative balance of straem of “Safeguard” ABM.

also privy to the fact that Kissinger wasegic weapons between the USA and the USSRat  The ACDA [Arms Control and Disarma-
negotiating with a Soviet representative (Amhe present-day level, trying to preserve definitment Agency] attitude is more flexible. It intro-
bassador to the United States Anatolgdvantages in the mostimportant kinds of strateluced a proposal which provides an opportunity
Dobrynin) through a “private channel,” and gic weapons. In the course of the negotiations, & conclude a separate agreement on ABM sys-
to at least the main lines of the negotiation—me end of February 1971, while talking to d@ems, under the condition that negotiations on the
about which neither the CIA, nor the U.Sdiplomat from one of the U.S. allies, the head dfmitation of the number of offensive strategic
SALT delegation, were informed at thattiméhe Amerigan delegation, Smith, announc_eq thmeapon_s will be carrie_d gut at the same time, and

At one point, while noting that unoffi_the USA intended to conduct the negotiationthat during the negotiations the USSR and the

. ' . firmly, in order to obtain the agreement of thdJSA will undertake the obligation to “freeze” the
cial .U.S..sources had bee’? ysed 'tO inform ﬂ!fSSR on limitation of offensive strategic weapnhumber of their strategic offensive weapons.
Soviet side that the administration wantegns Experts, close to the U.S. government circlejssinger regarded this as the basic variant dur-
an agreement in 1971, presumably to prestate that the main goal of the USA in the negotiang a private channel exchange of opinions on
sure the Soviet Union to achieve progressipns remains the achievement of an agreemeABM with a Soviet representative.
the KGB report notes that “in a private talk” on limitation of the number of big Soviet offen- According to information from American
Kissinger had commented that it might peive inter-continental ballistic missiles. sources, the USA National Security Council
preferable for Nixon to attain a pact closer According to information we have received,(NSC) is studying the proposal of a temporary
to the next election—which. of course. i8S far as éhe present stage ofbthde negotiatio?]zigr?ement cc)jn the Iki]mitationoI o; ABM systems

’ . _concerned, U.S. government bodies devote theleployment during the period of negotiations on
what opcurred (the SA.LT I,and ABM j[reatle ain attention to studying the possibility of achievlimiting strategic offensive weapons along with a
Were. signed during Nixon’s summitin Mosl'ng a separate agreement on anti-missile defensienultaneous “freeze” of offensive nuclear weap-
cow in May 1972). systems. As noted by American experts, thens at the present level.

Inone instance, the KGB analysis madgssR proposal on limiting the deployment of  Nixon’s comments about the negotiations in
the same error as some American scholarsBM systems to means necessary for the defenbs message about USA foreign policy indicate
in attributing views presented in the U.Sof Moscow and Washington D.C., introducedhat he, evidently moving away from the more
president’s annual foreign policy report toduring the previous stage of the negotiations, piiexible position which Kissinger expressed to
Nixon personally, contrasting one such pc)inlflixon in & kind of difficult position. On the one us, is more inclined to accept the Pentagon’s
to a view expressed by Kissinger in his taM%and, asI for ni contents, the Sowgt pr(;pbosil mint of V|evr\]/. | .

. . - very similar to the one on ABM introduced by the Nevertheless, Nixon is not interested in ag-
with qurynln—unawarethat'Klss!ngerV\{aqu before, together with other questions, angravating relations between the USSR and the
the. chief author of the president's 1Ec"’e'gr{hat’s why it would have been difficult for Nixon USA during the presidential campaign, and that
policy report. to reject it completely. On the other hand, Nixoris why, while holding to a really rigid position

The KGB analysis is straightforward, couldn't refuse to deploy the “Safeguard” ABMduring the negotiations, including the ABM ques-
without evident commitment or bias withsystem, since it would have been difficult for hirrtion, he at the same time will try to create an
respect to pending Soviet policy decisiono explain this concession in his country. Sominpression of constructivism and flexibility in
All in all, it is an impressive document—time ago he managed, with great difficulty, to gelis approach to Soviet proposals. Tough, uncom-
unlike some other KGB analyses that hav&dreementon the allocation of the means needptbmising declarations in official propaganda, to
become available. Commentary by Raymoﬁﬂr its deployment, having persuaded the Corthe effecF that _in the _n_egotiations the USA will
L. Garthoff, Brookings Institution Wash_gress that ABM “Safeguard” could provide ef-firmly insist on its position that a separate agree-
- . . ’ fective defense from a possible USSR first strikepent on ABM without a corresponding agree-
ington, D.C.; FranSIat'o_n by Mark H and that its creation would save the USA furthement on limitation of offensive nuclear weapons
Doctoroff, Harriman Institute, Columbia pig new expenditures on a quantatitive increase unacceptable, should, in Nixon's conception,

University; document provided by the Storin offensive strategic weapons. favorably highlight a possible American pro-
age Center for Contemporary Documenta-  The harshest objections to the Soviet prgeosal to conclude a separate agreement on ABM
tion, Moscow. posal will come from Pentagon officials, wholimitation, which would include the preservation
assert that if it is adopted without the simultaand even further development of the “Safeguard”
X Kk ok Kk k k k neous achievement of an agreement on stratediBM system in the USA, while at the same time
offensive weapons the Soviet Union will condimiting the ABM systems in the USSR to those
USSR tinue its unlimited increase in its fleet of missilenecessary just for the protection of Moscow.

Tob secret carryin_g r_luclear submarin_es and t_)ig land-based Judging _by inform_ation in our possgssion,

The Committee for State SecurityL IBM missiles (“SS-97) com_‘lgu_red with MIRVed _the NSC,_whlle preparing recommendgtlc_)ns fgr
19 April 1971 warheads, and asgresuIF |tW|IIggt an opport.uryljn.e Amerlcqn delegation to the neg.otlatlo.ns in
No. 983-A To Comrade USTINOV. D.E. tomake a “pr(_evgntlve strlke,’_’ which c_ould eI|m|-V|enn_a, again strongly oppose_d the inclusion of
Moscow ' nate the majority of American “Minutemen” American r_ngansof_fprward basmgontheager_lda,
ICBMs. motivated inits position by the fact that otherwise

Th . . Pentagon representatives also express cahe whole structure of NATO would have to be

e available data bears witness to the fact S )
that the position of the USA on the problem oferm that a separate agreement on limiting thehanged, and the USA would lose an important
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military advantage, as a result of which theg ) “Parcham” faction, which Taraki’'s more
general StrateQiC balance would be Changed t0V| From Hesitation to Intervention: militant “Khalq" faction had methodica”y

the advantage of the USSR. The NSC pointed . . . df th t
. Soviet Decisions on Afghanistan, 1979 Purged ifrom the government.
out that the means of forward basing could be a Taraki's hastily-arranged trip to Mos-

subject for discussion during negotiations be- . o . .
tween NATO and Warsaw Treaty Countries on ~ Despite the declassification of numer£oW had been occasioned by the most seri-

the question of balanced limitation of arme®us high-level Soviet documents, the preci$#!S OUtbrea!( y?t to threaten ,h's rule, a
forces in Europe. reasons behind the USSR’s massive, ill-fatediolent rebellion in the Afghan city of Herat
According to certain information, one of military intervention in Afghanistan in De- that broke out in mid-March which saw the
the variants studied by the NSC provides for theember 1979 remain murky. If anything, thélefection of army units and the killing of
A_merican side to put forwarq a proposal tq_jnve“ing over the past few years of record§OViet advisers and Khalq officials. CPSU
simultaneously "freeze” the existing number ofy¢ iyternal Kremlin deliberations and So-CC Politburo records show that from the
Soviet intermediate and medium range mlssnﬁiiciet-Afghan exchanges in the months prior tgutset of the uprising, Soviet leaders consid-

and the American means of forward basing i . . ) . ;
. . . ) i red, yet rejected, urgent telephone appeals
due to great differences in points of view ofhe intervention have in some ways intensfr€d, yetrej g p pp

means of forward basing, the negotiations wified the mystery, because they demonstrafﬂ'é’m Taraki f"‘”d his pgwerfql deputy,
come to a dead end and appear to be under thré#at Sovietleaders, including CPSU Generdrafizullah Amin, to sgnd in Soviet military
of breakdown. Secretary Leonid 1. Brezhnev, were keenfprces to help the evidently shaky Afghan
Through unofficial channels the Americansaware that the direct introduction of outsidearmy suppress the spreading revolt. During
inform us that Nixon’s government, while “sin-military forces for use against the Kabul@ Politburo meeting “About the Exacerba-
_cerely wishing”_to achieve concre_te results dufgovernment's opponents would be a poIitition of the Situation in the Democratic Re-
ing the negotiations, at the same time “Ca”’twaﬁ,al catastrophe, incurring bitter resentmenpublic of Afghanistan and Our Possible
endlessly” andis interested in achieving an agree- ong the Afghan people and handing Aoves” on March 17, when the situation in

ment with the USSR by the end of 1971, becau - - ; i
the beginning of theyelectoral campaign wilProPaganda victory to Soviet opponentéleratappearedgrave, the discussion seemed
make it difficult for him to bargain with the around the world. Yet, ultimately, the decif0 focus on the unacceptability of allowing

USSR. But the intent of these statements, §i0n to go ahead with the intervention wa§e government's opponentsto getthe upper
seems, is to influence the position of the USSkaken anyway. (Two English-language ad?and, as the following comments by Foreign
during the negotiations. According to existingcounts of the run-up to the invasion thaMinister Andrei A. Gromyko and Prime Min-
information, Kissinger in a private talk said thainake extensive use of the new Soviet dodgter Alexei N. Kosygin indicated:
from a political point of view it may be more mentation are Odd Arne Westad, “Prelude
beneficial for Nixon if the agreement with theto Invasion: The Soviet Union and the Af- GROMYKO. We have to discuss what we
USSR were to be achieved closer to the preside han Communists. 1978-197®ternational will do if the situation gets worse. Today, the
tial elections. According to a statement by the . ! y situation in Afghanistan for now is unclear to
American representative to the Disarmame t|story Review16 (Feb. 1994), 49-69; and many of us. Only one thing is clear—we cannot
Committee in Geneva, the USA is ready to cofiRaymond L. GarthofDetente and Confron- gyrrender Afghanistan to the enemy. We have to
duct at least three more rounds (the present of@tion: American-Soviet Relations fromthink how to achieve this. Maybe we won't have
included) of negotiations, striving first of all to Nixonto Reagajrev. ed. (Washington, D.C.: to introduce troops.
get the agreement of the USSR on limitation dBrookings Institution, 1994), 977-1075.) KOSYGIN. All of us agree—we must not
strategic offensive weapons. The documents below offer some indicagurrender Afghanistan. From this point, we have
At the same time, not being sure that theyjqn of the apprehension Soviet leaders felp work outfirst of all a political document, to use
will manage to obtain the agreement of the Ussgboutsending military forces in the spring Ofxll political means in order to help the Afghan
on a complex accord on the limitation of ABM adership to strengthen itself, to provide the

systems and strategicoffensiveweaponsonterr%gm' as well as of the secretiveness su upport which we've already planned, and to
acceptable to the U.S., the Americans might pﬂ

punding the actual decision to intervenefeave as a last resort the use of force....

forward a proposal for partial agreement. Mos¥hen it was finally- made. The fifSt docu-
probably it would be a proposal to limit ABM Ments concern a visit to Moscow in MarcR ot o March 18, as the Politburo contin-
deployment to the “Safeguard” system for thd 979 by Afghan Prime Minister Nur 4o deliberate. a consensus emerged, led
USA and an ABM system around Moscow foMohammad Taraki, whose communisgy i g chairman Andropov againstdire’ct
the USSR. People’s Democratic Party of Afghanista L S
And if American attempts to obtain a sepaypppA) had come to power in the bloodnSowgtmll!tarylnter\{gntlon. Even Gromyko,
s ) ¥iesplte his admonition only a day before
rate, favorable to them, agreement on AB ril 1978 coup or revolution (the term i
P P that Afghanistan must not be surrendered,

systems fail, they would prefer just to conclud !
a treaty on measures for reducing the danger gpends on who tells the story) that 0Vergave animpassioned, indeed prescient warn-

an outbreak of nuclear war between the USA ar} rew the noln-allg.ned Daoud 9°Y‘?r”me”‘ing against dispatching troops.
USSR. Since then, his regime had faced rising inter-
CC CPSU is informed. nal opposition—from Islamic activists who  ANDROPOV. We know Lenin’s teaching
resented the imposition of atheistic and modibout a revolutionary situation. Whatever type of
Head of the State Security Committee  ernistic ideas, from fiercely independensituation we are talking about in Afghanistan, itis
_ tribes who disliked increasing centraliza-notthattype of situation. Therefore, | believe that
[signature] ANDROPOV tion, and, after the dissolution of a shortwe cansuppress arevolution in Afghanistan only

lived alliance. from the PDPA’s own With the aid of our bayonets, but that is for us
(Source: TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 63, D. 193, LI. 33- ’ entirely inadmissable. We cannot take such a
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risk.... of the CPSU, March 17 [and 18 and 19], 1979], have already mentioned to you, your meeting
GROMYKO. | fully support Comrade “Ob obostrenii obstanovki v Demokraticheskoiith L.I.Brezhnev is scheduled for 18-18.30.
Andropov’s proposal to exclude a measure as theespublike Afganistan i nashikh vozmozhnykh At first we proposed that the first word
introduction of our troops into Afghanistan. Themerakh” [*On the Aggravation of the Situation inshould be given to you, but since one important
[Afghan] army there is unreliable. Thus ourthe Democratic Republic of Afghanistan and Omjuestion from your side has already been raised,
army if it enters Afghanistan will be an aggres-Our Possible Measures”], translations by Markwould like to first set forth our opinion, and then
sor. Against whom will it fight? Against the H. Doctoroff, CWIHP; see also Garthdifetente we will attentively hear you out.
Afghan people first of all, and it will have to and Confrontationrev. ed., pp. 992-93.) Firstof all, | would like to emphasize that the
shoot at them. Comrade Andropov correctly friendship between Soviet Union and the Demo-
noted that indeed the situation in Afghanistanis ~ On March 20, Taraki traveled to Mos-cratic Republic of Afghanistan is not conditional,
not ripe for a [s_ocialist] revolutio_n. And all that_ cow to plead in person with Soviet leaderdictated by some temporary vi_ewpoints, l:_)ut cal-
e e done 1 ecentyears il uch frt o rencwed economic and mifary supporf 1 o 3088, We have guer and wi cor,
reductions, and much more—all that would l;gt% ov.e-rcome.the Afghan government's d.oe'nemiegwhi)éh act against you atthge preqsenttime
thrown back. Of course, this will be anice giftformeStIC en§m|es. The records of the enswggd against those enemies with which you may
China. All the nonaligned countries will be COnversations make clear that the primejash in the future.
against us. In a word, serious consequences dilélestion on the agenda was Kabul's request  we have carefully discussed the situation
to be expected from such an action. There will nfor external military intervention. Prior to which has developed in your country, we looked
longer be any question of a meeting of Leonideeing Brezhnev, Taraki met first with Priméor ways to assist you which would best serve the
llych [Brezhnev]_ vyith [U.S. Presidgnt Jimmy] Minister Kosygin, Foreign Minister interestsofqurfriendship and yourrt_alationswith
Cgrter, an’d the_vlsr[of [French PresndenthIerybromyko' Defense Minister Dmitri ,:_othe_r countries. There may be various ways _of
Giscard d’Estaing at the end of March will beUstinov, and Politburo member Boris N_solvmg the problems which have developed in

placed in question. One must ask, and wh our country, but the best way is that which
would we gain? Afghanistan with its presentI onomarev. Buoyed by reports that troopg

lto hi L lin H would preserve the authority of your government
government, with a backward economy, with oyal to him were regaining controlin erat'among the people, not spoil relations between

inconsequential weight in international affairs.Taraki listened as Kosygin explained th@fghanistan and neighboring countries, and not
Onthe other side, we must keep in mind that fronfPolitburo’s decision—vowing eternal So-njure the international prestige of your country.
alegal point of view too we would not be justified viet-Afghan friendship and enhanced Soviate must not allow the situation to seem as if you
in sending troops. According to the UN Chartediplomatic, economic, and military aid, butwere not able to deal with your own problems and
acountry can appeal for assistance, and we coulftging the Afghans to be self-reliant when iinvited foreign troops to assist you. | would like
send trqops, in case it is subject to ext_ernagame to actual fighting (using an eerilyto use the_ example of_V_ietnam. Th_e Viethamese
aggression. Afghanls_tar_\ hqs n_ot been subj_ect Ponic example). Introductions by Jimpeople W|thst'ood_ a dlfflc_:ult war with the USA
evolutonary interal confict bt arene group S1Shberg. CWIHP director; translations g’ o 0210 S B EEn SO0 St
of the population against another.... below by Danny Rozas; documents prov,'dqéJreign troops. The Vietnamese are bravely
KOSYGIN. Maybe we should invite by Mark Kramer, Center for Foreign Policy gefending by themselves their homeland against
[Taraki] here and tell him, that we will increaseDevelopment, Brown University, and Rusaggressive encroachments. We believe that there
our assistance to you, but we cannot introducgian Research Center, Harvard Universityare enough forces in your country to stand up to

troops, since they would be fighting not against counter-revolutionary raids. They only need to
the army, which in essence has gone over to the L A be genuinely united, and created into new mili-
adversary or is just sitting and waiting it out, but tary formations. During our telephone conversa-
against the people. There would be huge mi- Distributed to the members tion with you we spoke of the need to begin
nuses for us. A whole bouquet of countries and candidate members already to create new military groups, keeping in
would quickly come out against us. And there of the Politburo of CC CPSU mind that a certain amount of time will be needed
are no pluses for us at all.... for their training and preparation. But even at the
GROMYKO. ...We would be throwing sypject to return given time you have at your disposal a sufficient
away everything which we achieved with suchGeneral office, 1st sector) force in order to deal with the present situation.
difficulty, particularly détente, the SALT-II ne- One only needs to deal with the matter correctly.
gotiations which would fly by the wayside, theren g p499 Let's take the example of Herat. It seemed that all
would be no signing of an agreement (and how- would fall apart, that the enemy would quickly
ever you look at it that is for us the greatest Top Secret entrench itself there, that the city would become
political act), there would be no meeting of SPECIAL FILE @ center of counter-revolution. But when you
Leonid Il'ich with Carter, and it is very doubtful really took charge of the matter, you were able to
that Giscard d’Estang would come to visit us, and RECORD OF MEETING seize the situation. We have just received word
our relations with Western countries, particu-  of A N.KOSYGIN. A.A.GROMYKO that today, at 11 o’clock in the morning, the
larly the FRG, would be spoiled. D.F.USTINOV and B’.N.PONOMAREV’ with military town in Herat where the mutinous part of
And so, despite the difficult situation in N.M.TARAKI the 17th infantry division is located, after air-
Afghanistan, we cannot embark on such an act as bombardment strikes has been taken by a batallion
the introduction of troops.... 20 March 1979 ©of [paratroops?] supported by tanks from

Kandahar. Troops loyal to the government are
(Source: TskKhSD, F. 89, Per. 25, Dok. 1,A N. KOSYGIN. The Politburo has entrusted ustrengthening and evolving success.
“Zasedaniye Politbyuro TsK KPSS 17 martayy discuss with you all questions which you  Our assignment for the current time period
1979 goda” ["Meeting of the Politburo of the CC pelieve necessitate an exchange of opinions. &S we see itis to defend you from various interna-
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tional complications. We will give you assiseverything [possible] to rule the country not'Shoalee Javid” organizations were sent over to
tance with all available means—ship weaponBy force of arms, but by revolutionary-demothe Soviet Union. We will try to work this out.

ammunition, send people who can be useful gatic means,” Taraki then shifts the converPromised an assortment of free military
youinmanaging military and domestic matters fyioy 1 requests for additional military @Ssistance—not only helicopters but recon-
the country, SpeCiaIiSts to train your mllltary pplies probing again for the poss|b|||ty Oinaissance Vehicles,anti'aircraﬂ. unitS,trOOp
personnel for use of the most modern types oviet (c,)r other foreign Sociaiist) Combat_transports, technical adViserS, and train-

weapons and military machinery, which we a . . . . .
senc?ing you. But theydeploymen)i of our forces MNtS to use them: ing—Taraki bargains for increased ship-
. ments of free wheat, pleading poverty, poor

the territory of Afghanistan would immediately ) :
alarm the international community and would  \-M- TARAKI. "1 wanted to touch on the harvests due to land confiscations, and ab-

invite sharply unfavorable multipronged conseduestion of the needs of the Afghan army. Weogations by Turkey and Pakistan of prom-
quences. This, in effect, would be a conflict ngYould like to receive armored helicopters, afseq deals. Kosygin, bargaining hard, notes

only with the imperialist countries, but also Zdditional number of armored transports and milig, 4 1, Afghans lack the capacity to trans-

conflict with one's own people. Our mutuafaryinfaritryyehicles, aswel.l as modern means of L2,
peop mmunication. Also, maintenance personné?ort deliveries of wheat beyond what the

enemies are just waiting for the moment whe Soviets were offering, and that since Kabul
; : would be of great help to us. J ’ :
o s S ot .- USTINOV st aralin s “eady 0 payfor Pakistani wheat,you
territory military groups hostile to you. | would?Pout MI-24 hell_copters, which haye buIIet-prgoimus_»t have money.” He SqueStS. giving the
again like to underline that the question of d&Mor- We will give you 6 such hellcoptersdurlnga.vallable funds to MOSCOW, which could
ploying our forces has been examined by us frof"€-July and 6 more in the fourth quarter of thithen purchase American wheat and transfer
every direction; we carefully studied all aspecta" itto Afghanistan: “Find as much as you can,
of this action and came to the conclusion that jf N:M- TARAKI. We have great need for anq with that sum we will buy you wheat.”
our troops were introduced, the situation in yo ir‘lese helicopters, and it would be good if they, o then requests that Moscow build for

country would not only not improve, but would?""1ved together with pilots. . Kabula 1000-kilowatt radio station, “which
worsen. One cannot deny that our troops would A.N. KOSYGIN. We can send you mainte- ould allow us to broadcast propaganda
have to fight not only with foreign aggressors, bi}2Nce specialists, which would take care of thed¥ propaganc

also with a certain number of your people. ‘Anpelicopters at the airport, but, of course, not battiroughout the world. Our radio station is

a people does not forgive such things. Besides,cégws' We have already spoken about the matteyeak. Wh“e any slan(_jerous declaration of
s00n as our troops cross the border, China and all D.F. USTINOV. You must prepare yoursome religious leader is spread throughout
other aggressors will be vindicated. own pllots.. We are training your officers, and wahe world through foreign organs of mass
can expedite their release. propaganda, the voice of our radio station
With direct Soviet military interventionruled ~ N-M. TARAKI. Perhaps we can gethelicop-remains almost unheard.” Ponomarev
out, Kosygin and Taraki go on to discug§" Pilots from ",')ano' or some other country, for.  \yters that “We are taking energetic mea-
diplomatic and political steps to bolstelgxargp:\?’ EgtzsaYGlN As | have already said SUres to spread propaganda about the suc-
Kabul, particularly in regard to neighbor- earlier', we have help;ed and are helping i/,iemaﬁ:lesses of the DRA [Democratic Republic of
ing countries. Kosygin notes that MOSCOW great deal, but they never asked us to send théfghanistan],” for instance reprinting
sentnotes to Iran and Pakistan to warn thesur pilots. They only asked for technical speciaiTaraki’s speech iRravdaand broadcasting
“in all seriousness not to meddle” in Afgharists. We are training 400 Afghan officers. Choos#t to Moslem countries, and offers to send a
affairs, and had received a promise to reghe people you need, and we will expedite theitspecialistin propaganda.” Kosygin defers
spect Afghan sovereignty and only delivéigining. the radio request for further study. Thenthe
humanitarian aid to refugees from Pakistanj ~ N-M. TARAKI. We would very much like - qyestion of military advisers crops up again,
leader Mohammed Zia ul-Hag—a commii;he delivery of he(;";omﬁrs to be expedited. We,q Taraki once more seeks an opening to
ment Taqui finq‘s har_d to credit,” since heaveDa.‘IgrS"gTr:E%V?guf r;]t the same time, yous,t_ecure Moscow’s support for using for(_aign
blam(_as Zia fqr cn_aatmg camps” to arm,, worry about pilots for these helicopters. _pll_ots_ and tank operators, to the obvious
guerrillas against his rule. “We are not so N M. TARAKI. Ofcourse we willdo that. If irfitation of Kosygin, who not only rebuffs
naive as to believe every word of Zia-ulye cannot find them in our country, then we wilthe idea sharply but issues a pointed warn-
Hagq,” replies Kosygin, “but whatever thelook elsewhere. The world is big. If you do noing to Taraki to act more judiciously toward
case may be, the statement has been madeee with that, then we will search for pilots fronhis own advisers:
and it is binding.” The implications of aamong the Afghanis studying with you, but we
recent Iranian order to expel foreign workneed trustworthy people, and among the Afghan  D.F. USTINOV. Concerning additional
ers are also discussed, with Taraki speculddi1€'s Who we sent to study in the Soviet Uniohipments of military machinery, a need will

; ; arlier there are many “Muslim brothers” andhrise for additional military specialists and advis-
ing that exceptions may be made for Ame hinese sympathizers. ors,

can heIIC‘E)pFer Spe(.:la“Sts and Kosygin not- " p ¢ "ysTiNOV.  This year 190 Afghan N.M. TARAKI. If you believe that such a
ing that It Is po_SS|bIe that we may hav%fﬁcers are finishing their training, among whomneed exists, then, of course, we will accept them.
more specialists in Iran than do the Amerit6 are airplane pilots and 13 [are] helicoptegyt won't you allow us, after all, to use pilots and
cans.” Taraki expresses concern that pilots. tank operators from other socialist countries?
mass influx of Afghan workers expelled from N.M. TARAKI. Good. However, the prob- A.N. KOSYGIN. When referring to our
Iran might include rebel sympathizersiemis thatwe don’tknow the people belonging tenilitary specialists, we mean mechanics who
Though heinsists that “the majority of peop|§ounter-revolu_tionary groups b_y name. We onlgervice military machinery. | cannot understand
remain on our side” and that “We are doin now that, during Daoud’s regime, members 0J\Ihy the question of pilots and tank operators
he “Muslim Brotherhood” and the pro-Chinesekeeps coming up. This is a completely unex-
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pected question for us. And | believe that it iKhomeini, and the prime minister of Iran. A.A.Gromyko, D.F.Ustinovand B.N.Ponomarev.

unlikely that socialist countries will agree to this.  N.M. TARAKI. Must | tell the members of

The question of sending people who would sit iour Politburo that the Soviet Union will give the L.I. BREZHNEV. Over the last few days we

your tanks and shoot at your people—this isBRA only political support and other aid? have been watching with alarm the development

very pointed political question. A.N.KOSYGIN. Yes, both political support of events in Afghanistan. From what you said in
N.M. TARAKI. We will see how we can useand extensive assistance in the line of military armbnversation with our comrades, it seems the

those Afghani soldiers who were sent to studyther shipments. This is the decision of ouAfghan friends are gravely alarmed as well.

with you earlier. Perhaps we will ask you tdolitburo. L.I. Brezhnev will tell you about this We must take steps to correct the situation

accept for training those people who we wiltluring the meeting with you, which will startin 10that has developed and eliminate the threat to the

select ourselves. min[utes]. | think that you will return to Afghani- new order inthe DRA. And not only eliminate the

D.F. USTINOV. We will, of course, acceptstan confident of our support, confident of youthreat, but also work to strengthen the gains of the
them for training. own actions. April revolution.

A.N. KOSYGIN. To sum up this conversa- Aswe see it, itis very important to widen the
tion, we can ascertain that there remains ti24.111.79. base which supports the leadership of the party
question of the construction of a powerful radid\K-786ss and the country. First of all, of great importance
station. There remains also the question of expe- here is the unity of your party, mutual trust, and
diting the deliveries of military technology. You,30 copies ideo[logical]-political solidarity throughout its
as we understand, will select helicopter pilot&1.111.79. ranks from top to bottom.
from the officers training with us. If you have any It is worth thinking about creating a single
other requests or desires, you may inform ug This record has not been seen by the partigiational front under the aegis of the People’'s
through the Soviet ambassador and the chigénts democratic party of Afghanistan as the recog-
military adviser. We will carefully review them, nized leader of the people. Such a front could
and will react accordingly. (Source: TskKhSD, F. 89, Per. 14, Dok. 26.)  include already existing socio-political organiza-

We will continue to use political means to tions and be supported by groups of workers,
defend the DRA from its imperialist aggressors.  Taraki is then ushered into Brezhnev' easants, petty and middle bourgeoisie, the intel-
Our press will also support the DRA. Kremlin office. The Soviet leader uses thigentsia and students, youth, and progressive

We think itimportant that within your coun- fvomen. Its purpose would be to consolidate anti-

try you should work to widen the social supportoz . . ; . imperialist and national patriotic forces against
gainst dispatching troops—a decision, h omestic and foreign reactionaries. It could also

your regime, draw people over to your side, hat should be k it
insure that nothing will alienate the people frorﬁtresses't at should be kept StrlC’t3’5(':'(:r9t§rvca in the political upbringing of the popula-

the government. And finally, not as a matter Ut to preach to Taraki the importance ofjop,

discussion but as a wish, | would like to expreg¥idening the base of the government’s sup-  In rural areas it would be expedient to orga-
my ideas on the importance of a very careful afabrt among the Afghan people through pmize poverty committees consisting of property-
cautious approach towards your staff. One shodltical and economic means, and of taking &ss and petty peasants and metayers [sharecrop-
take care of one’s staff and have an individughore moderate attitude toward the militarypers] to repel feudalists and capitalist landown-

approach towards it. Have a thorough and gogde clergy, and others in order to lessen fea®'s:

understanding with each person before hangilaq persecution. He also expresses mystificeh— _ _
any labels on them. tion at the “abnormal” situation of open that the army is staunchly on the side of the

borders b Afghani di . ﬁeople’s revolutionary government.
The meeting breaks up after Kosygin aaﬁll-or ers between Alghanistan and [ts neigh- Itis important that the commanding ranks in

ccasion not only to reaffirm the decisio

And, of course, everything must be done so

sures an obviously disappointed Taraki thajo > 9 <" the infiltration of armed rebels e army feel assured of the stability of their
araki’s response—essentially defending hisositions. One cannot expect much from an army

Moscow would reconsider its stand against S :

sending troops should Afghanistan be Suﬁ[esent approach—could not have satisfiedlhen commanding cadres are frequently replaced.
; X ) is Moscow interlocutors. This is even more true if the cadre changes are
jected to foreign aggression:

accompanied by arrests. Many commanders,
. . Subject to return to CC CPSU seeing their colleagues arrested and disappear-
A.N. KOSYGIN. If an armed invasion of (General Office, 1st sector) ing, begin to feel unsure of their own future.

your country takes place, then it will be a com- All of this does not mean that repressive

pletely different situation. But right now we arg ) o406 measures should not be taken with regard to those
doing everything to insure that such an invasion who have serious evidence of untrustworthiness
does not occur. And | think that we will be able Distributed to the members to the revolutionary government. But this weapon
to achieve this. _ _ and candidate members is very sharp and must be used with the utmost
N'M'.TA.RAKI'. | pose thls. question _be- . of the Politburo of CC CPSU caution.
cause Chinais persistently pushing the Pakistanis Tob Secret As for the events in Herat, the normalization
against us. ) SPECIAL FILE of the situation in this city would have a positive
A.N. KOSYGIN. When aggression takes influence on the situation of the country as a
place, then acompletely different situation arises. RECORD OF CONVERSATION whole and would have a chilling effect on circles

The Chinese were convinced of this through the ill disposed towards the revolutionary govern-
example of Vietnam and are bltlng their elbows of LI Brezhnev with N.M.Taraki ment.

now, so to speak. As for Afghanistan, we have It seems that the work carried out by the
already taken measures to guard it from aggres- 20 March 1979 Vvarious types of enemies of the new order, includ-
sion. | have already said that we have sent ~ ingthe reactionary clergy, to undermine the new

correspon_dlng messages to the president of Pafy, present: comr[ade]s. A.N.Kosygin,orderis much more active and on a greater scale
stan, [Iranianreligious leader Ayatollah Ruhollah]
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than the political work of the government repre- International History Project Bulletifissue
sentatives inthe area. This pointis of exceptional N.M. TARAKI. With regard to creating a 3, pp. 67-69). That report reaffirmed the
importance notonly in Herat, butin the rest of theingle national front in Afghanistan, | would like cqrrectness of the Soviet refusal to send
Counggp?zg\rlg:é work must be done with thez)oarst;yI:Qrarltsgnfzfetrr];:gyu?i(;t: :n;hgtﬁgf l::a silitaryforces torepress the “counter-revo-
clergy in order to split their ranks; this could wellpublic organizations, which function under thjunon' BUt, despite th.e repression of t.he
be achieved by getting at least apart of the clergigadership of the People’s democratic party df'erat r(?belllon the an_tl-government .actlv-
if not to actually support the government openlyAfghanistan. However, it cannot yet firmly sty persisted and so did Kabul's desire for
then to at least not speak out againstit. This coulablish itselfin the socio-political life of Afghani- direct Soviet military support. Shortly after
be best of all achieved by showing that the nestan because of its economic backwardness ahts return to Kabul, Taraki was replaced as
government is not trying to persecute the leadess yet insufficient level of political developmentprime minister by his Khalg deputy,

and representatives of the clergy, but only those a certain part of the population. Hafizullah Amin. In April, Amin reiterated
who speak out against the revolutionary govern-  However, under the current situation thghe now familiar appeal to Moscow for So-
ment. leadership of the country cannot avoid the use

And now for the question of the possibilityextreme measures when dealing with acco et helicopter pilots for use against rebel
of deploying soviet military forces in Afghani- plices of international imperialism ant??orces’ e“utmr? the.fﬁ”ﬁw.mg PO“.tburo re-
stan. We examined this question from evergeactionism. The repressive measures takérponsle'mge_t er\(\/,'t t e'nstru?t'ons sentto
angle, weighed it carefully, and, I will tell you against ranks of representatives of the clergife Ch'?f Soviet mlllt.ary adviser in Kabul for
frankly: this should not be done. This would onlyMaoists, and other persons partaking in opeiansmission to Amin.

play into the hands of the enemies—yours antbmbat against the new people’s government are

ours. You already had a more detailed discussi@ompletely in accordance with the law and no one * ok ok ok k%
of this question with our comrades. turns to persecution without lawfully establish-
Obviously, to announce publicly—either foring the guilt of the accused. Proletariat of all countries, unite!

us or for you—that we are notintent on doingthis ~ The Afghan people do not want war with

is, for understandable reasons, not advisable. Iran and Pakistan, but if war does break out, theSubject to return in the course of 3 days
We will give you all necessary political it will not be to their advantage—the Pashtung CC CPSU (General office, 1st sector)

support. Already, we are addressing Pakistan aadd Baluchis would be on the side of AfghaniCommunist Party of the Soviet Union.

Iran with strong warnings not to interfere in thestan. | would like to point out that the present

internal matters of Afghanistan. government of Pakistan, and not without the help CENTRAL COMMITTEE
It would be well if soviet economic aid, of China, is trying to play an important role in the TOP SECRET
especially things like the delivery of 100 thouincitement of anti-Afghan elements, including SPECIAL EILE

tons of wheat and the increase in the price @&fghanis showing up in Pakistan. Our party and
natural gas supplied [exported] by Afghanistargovernment are trying to react calmly to thes150/93
were made known to the Afghan people in thaspirations on the part of Pakistan and not worsen
necessary manner, using the means of mass inftiie relations between Afghanistan and Pakistalo Comrs. Brezhnev, Kosygin, Andropov,
mation. Thisis of foremostimportanceinstrength- ~ The question of closing our borders withGromyko, Suslov, Ustinov, Ponomarev,
ening the position of the Afghan government. Iran and Pakistan is rather difficult. We areSmirtyukov.
The arms and military technology that weunable to do this because of the absence of the
are additionally supplying you with will increasenecessary means. Besides, the closing of t&tract from protocol #150 of the CC CPSU
the strength of the Afghan army. However, thig\fghan-Pakistan border would create discontemolitburo session
will only be true if the arms are placed in trustamong Afghani and Pakistani Pashtuns anlom 21 April 1979
worthy hands and not in the hands of the enemBaluchis who maintain close family ties, and in
Asyou have asked, we have sentyou numethe final result would significantly damage the
ous advisers and specialists both in military anprestige of the current government in Afghanion the inexpediency of the participation of soviet

other matters. You have working for you 50Gstan. military helicopter crews in the suppression of
generals and officers. If necessary, we can send counter-revolutionary activities inthe Democratic
an additional number of party workers, as well a30 copies. Republic of Afghanistan.

150-200 officers. 21.111.79. [21 March 1979]

One more question: how do you explain the 1. To agree with the proposal on this question
fact that, despite the complications in the situa€) This record has not been seen by the partigubmitted in the memorandum by the Ministry of
tion and the deployment of a thousand armegants. Defense on 18 April 1979, #318/3/0430.
people from Iran and Pakistan, your borders with 2. To ratify the draft of instructions to the chief

these countries were, in effect, open, and it seer{ource: TsKhSD, F. 89, Per. 14, Dok. 25.)  military adviser in the DRA (attached).
even now are not closed? This is an abnormal
situation, and, in our opinion,it should be fixed. ~ Moscow’s dissatisfaction with the Af-SECRETARY of CC

Finally, | would like to emphasize onceghan |eadership and its handling of events
more that in the current situation the most iMPOL3 4 concern with its lack of support among
tant factor will be the ability to draw greaterthe Afghan people was evident in a 1 April

circles of the population to your side through . .
political and economic means. It is important t3'979 special report for the Politburo pre-

* * * * * *

[attached] to article 93 protocol # 150

also re-examine the arsenal of methods utilizd@red after Taraki's visit by Gromyko, Top Secret
and eliminate those that may cause legitimat®ndropov, Ustinov, and Ponomarev and re- SPECIAL FILE

alarm in people and give them a desire to protegarinted in the previous issue of t@eld War
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KABUL and Moscow continued, with Amin even rethe SALT Il treaty. The concerns Gromyko
TO CHIEF MILITARY ADVISER questing the disptach of Soviet troops. Biitad expressed in March about the negative
[Inform the Prime-Minister of the Demo- goyiet leaders were privately convinced dhternational repercussions of a Soviet mili-

cratic Republic of Afghanistan H. Amin that the iy s «insincerity and duplicity” (the quo- tary intervention in Afghanistan were, in

request to send 15-20 military helicopters W't%rf\tion is from a report for a Politburo meet-fact, no less valid, but he and other Soviet

soviet crews has been delivered to the Sovi .

government. Ing of 31 October 1979, citedmud (Mos- leaders may haye come to feel that there was
Tell him that the Afghan government ha<COW), 23 June 1992, and Garthdifetente less to be lost in that sphere anyway—that

already been given explanations on the inexped®nd Confrontationrev. ed., 1011) and hisdétente was already effectively dead. Fi-

ency of direct participation of soviet military sub-inability to successfully contain the rebehally, still to be resolved is the argument
units in the suppression of counter-revolutionarinsurgency, and may well have begun plotidvanced by some analysts that U.S. irreso-
activities in the DRA, as such actions would bging to remove him—although much remainkition in responding to the Iranian Revolu-
used by the enemies of the Afghan revolution angnclear about this period, as it is for the fewion and the capture of the U.S. Embassy in
foreign hostile forces in order to falsify soviety,nihsimmediately preceding the interverNovember 1979 emboldened Moscow to

International aid to Afghanistan and to carry oUf,, yhay the fewest internal Soviet docuadvance toward its purported goal of awarm-

anti-governmental and anti-soviet propaganda . . . h -

among the Afghan population. ments haye so far become available. Stilyater port in the Eer3|an Gulf. .If anythmg,

Emphasize that during March-April of this €VEN the likely defeat of the clearly unpoplhowever, the weight of the evidence in the
year, the DRA has already been sent 25 militakar government would not alter the reasonslocuments that have become available sug-
helicopters which are equipped with 5-10 comwhy Moscow had rejected intervention thgestthat Moscow's considerations were more
plete sets of combat ammunition. previous spring—so what else had changedffluenced by fear of losing Afghanistan to

Convince H. Amin that existing combatOne possibility concerns the continuingslamic radicalism than by hopes of using
helicopters with Afghan crews are capable, alongrowth of Islamic fundamentalism in thethe country as a military springboard to
with subdivisions of land-based forces and coffginn - and most importantly the Iraniandominate the region.

bat aircraft, of solving the problems of SUppressz 1 ition of 1978-79, which had deposed  Still, it must be emphasized that the

Ing counter-revolutlonary actions. . . .
Work out for the Afghan command the necihe $hah aftgr a quarter-century in powgarchlval documents thqt have become avail-

essary recommendations pertaining to this quegnd installed in his place a theocracy domiable so far do not permit a clear reconstruc-

tion. nated by the Ayatollah Khomeini. In their Zion of Soviet decision-making in late 1979.

April 1979 reportto the Politburo, Gromyko, Further evidence, particularly Politburo
(Source: TskhSD, F. 89, Per. 14, Dok. 28.)  Andropov, Ustinov, and Ponomarev hadranscripts, may reside in the Russian Presi-
pointed to the “situation in Iran and the dential Archives. But the closest document

Yet between May and December 1978park of religious fanatacism all around theto a “smoking gun” for the intervention that

the situation continued to deteriorate, andvuslim East” as the “underlying cause” of has emerged is a memorandum dated 12

for reasons that are still not entirely clear,the anti-Kabul agitation. Moscow may wellDecember 1979, apparently in Chernenko’s

Moscow changed its mind about sendinpave also feared the spread of religious ze@landwriting. Six days earlier, the Politburo

troops. Why the turnabout? Several poterinto the mostly-Moslem Central Asian rehad approved sending a 500-man “Spetznaz”

tial explanations exist. One factor was unpublics of the USSR itself—a latent threafmilitary intelligence special unit) force to
doubtedly the grave internal situation inthat would not become evident to the rest éffghanistan. And now, the Politburo sub-

Afghanistan, which Moscow viewed withhe world for another decade to come. Sinagroup of Andropov, Ustinov, and Gromyko

growing concern, receiving reports from ahe spring, the fundamentalist tide had onlyPonomarev was absent), together with

parade of special emissaries sent to urgeecome stronger, with Islamic radicals takChernenko, obtained Brezhnev’s signed con-

Kabul to modify and moderate its courseing firmer control of the Iranian revolution sent to implement the agreed-upon mea-

While blaming outside countries (Iran, Pa{and seizing the U.S. Embassy in Tehran Bures leading to the deployment of 50-75,000

kistan, China, the United States) for exacemovember), sparking unrestin Saudi ArabiaSoviet troops in Afghanistan later that month,

bating the situation, Soviet leaders recogand calling for a jihad against other Araband (using the “Spetznaz” force mentioned
nized deep problems with the Afghan leaderegimes and against both superpowersbove) to the killing of Amin and his replace-
ship itself, and rumors arose that Moscowhese developments related to the largenent by Babrak Karmal as Afghan leader
was angling to replace the Khalgi Taraki-question of the changed international conand head of the PDPA. That a full CPSU CC

Amin regime with one headed by Babratext since the spring’s decision against norPolitburo meeting was not held to approve

Karmal, head of the Parcham faction. Muintervention. Although Brezhnev and Cartethe invasion until it had taken place, and that

tinies and rebel attacks continued, and Moshad met in Vienna in June 1979 to sign ¢he memorandum was hand-written to avoid

cow began to increase its security presen®ALT Il treaty, US-Soviet ties had beemforming typists, phrased euphemistically
in the country, though still short of sendingsinking ever since, with acrimony stirred byto avoid explicit reference to troops, or even
military forces. In September-October 197%he “Cuban brigade” brouhaha later that to Afghanistan (“A”), reflect the secrecy

tensions between Taraki and Amin and thegummer—the flap, regarded by Moscow aswith which the fateful step ultimately came
supporters exploded into open warfare, engsrovocation, over the presence of Sovietbout. More Russian documents on the
ing with Amin in control and Taraki dead—troops in Cuba that U.S. intelligence hadAfghan events will appear in future issues of

a result clearly contrary to the Kremlin's |ost track of—and by the failure of the Senatine CWIHPBulletin.

wishes. Surface cooperation between Kabtd ratify, or even vote on the ratification of,
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Despite Reagan'’s protestations that his Stra-
N[o] 997-[?] (1 c[opy]) P[rotocol]176/126 tegic Defense Initiative was only a defensive
from 12/X11/1979 measure, Soviet leaders had instantly de-

[signatures running diagonally from left to rightnounced SDI, known more popularly as " Star

on the upper half of the document are as followél:\/""rs’".as a d'?bql'cal U.S. plot 'FO reggln
Andropov, Ustinov, Gromyko, Pel'she, Suslov Strategic superiority over the Soviet Union,
Grishin, Kirilenko, Chernenko [?], Tikhonov, [il- @s the herald of a nuclear arms race in
legible] 12/X11 [12 December], [illegible] 26.XIl space, and as an abandonment of the 1972
[26 December], and Shcherbitsky 26.X11.79]  Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. This new twist
came against the backdrop of a looming
(Source: TsKhSD, F. 89, Per. 14, Dok. 31.)  showdown between Moscow and the NATO
alliance over the impending U.S. deploy-
mentin Western Europe, planned for the fall
VII. Excerpts from Politburo Minutes, of 1.983’ of F?ershing—z andground_—la_unched
1983-86 cruise medium-range nuclear missiles ca-
pable of striking Moscow and the western

The following excerpts from transcriptsSOVIet Union. Despte Western arguments
%:at the deployment was necessitated by

* * * * * *

of meetings of the CPSU Central Committeg ™. " " . L
Politburo between 1983 and 1986 shed ligh ovietinstallation of comparable missilesin
on perceptions, motives, and decision-mak® late 1.9705’ the NATO plan had aroused
ing processes at the highest level of Sovi%fro'testS n W?St Germany and other West
leadership, and illuminate the crucial transi- uropean capitals, and MOS.CO.W h"?‘d threat-
tion period from old order to new in theenedto break off arms negotiations in Geneva

Soviet Union. In the two-and-a-half yearsover intermediat'e-range nuclear forces
following Brezhnev's death in NovembepNF) and strategic nucle_ar arms (START)
ereorororr 1982, the energetic but short-lived rule ofthd ngeva should the missiles gctually be
former KGB chairman, Yuri Andropov, gav sentin (they were, and Moscow did walk out,

: ' ut only temporarily). Superpower tensions

way briefly to the feeble apparatchik . . :
Top Secret Konstantin Chernenko, who in turn was suchad also risen in the Middle East over the

[stamp:]SPECIAL FILE ~ ceeded by the man who would turn out to baeftgrmath .Of the 1982 war-n _Lebanon—

the last head of the CPSU and USSR, Mikha} hich had included a brlgf but violent clash

Chaired by comr[ade]. L.I. Brezhnev Gorbachev. This period was also one of th etween Israel and Syria, backed by op-
Also present: Suslov M.A., Grishin V.V., final turning points in the Cold War itself, asPosed superpower patrons—and over what
Kirilenko A.P., Pel'she A.Ya., Ustinov D.F., the renewed hostility, confrontation, and’Vashington saw as the efforts of Syria, a
Chernenko K.U., Andropov Yu. V., Gromykomi"tary build-up that characterized U_S__Sowet client, to torpedo the U.S.-brokered

A-A., Tikhonov N.A., Ponomarev B.N. Sovietties in the early 1980s, during the fir luded on Mav 17. Washi q
Resolution of the cc cpsy termofU.S. President Ronald Reagan, shift en concludedon May 17. Washington an

to a recharged, albeit at times testy, searc, OSIEOW afllgot clashed. Vllla Ap;o;\aeg n Th'rg
Concerning the situation in “A” for negotiated agreements to reverse th\él.Or contlicts, especially /Alg .amstan an
icaragua; over human rights issues; con-

nuclear arms race and establish a friendliell\I X : . ; :
1. Ratify evaluations and measures set forth lyasis for superpower relations. cerning reIapons with China, Wh'Ch Mos-

Andropov Yu.V., Ustinov D.F., and Gromyko  The first Politburo excerpt below records°°" increasingly saw as a hostile U.S. ally ;
AA. Authorizg them to intrqduce amendmentsg, meeting on 31 May 1983 presided over I d on other |§Sues. .

et haacter 1 7 €042 o Dendropoy,hoad akenoverfrom srezmay, A 1 Dol Mt e Weslorates
Questions requiring the decision of the cSX months earlier and was at the height of hi - J b Virgini hich. despi 8 i
jseadership before health problems curtaile(yvI lamsburg, Virginia, which, despite be

[Central Committee] should be expeditiousl ng ostensibly devoted to economic issues
; ; his powers months before his death in Febrd™Y y ) ’
introduced to the Politburo. b ad also produced a unanimous endorse-

The execution of all these measures shouRfy 1984. The meeting also came atatime - :

be entrusted to comr[ade]s. Andropov Yu.V.heightened acrimony between Moscow aHHe”t for trle missile ?eployment (in the ab-

Ustinov D.F., and Gromyko A.A. Washington. Reagan, already anathema ence ofa“balanced INFagrgement) from
Soviet leaders as an inveterate anticommurca9an and the leaders of Britain, France,

2. Entrustcomrs. Andropov Yu.V., Ustinov D.F.nist who had labelled the USSR an “evil V€St Germany, Italy, Canada, and even

and Gromyko A.A. to keep the CC Politburo apan, whose leader, Yasahuro Nakasone,

; _ empire,” had, just two months earlier, on 2% ) ) ,
informed on the status of the execution of thff/larch 1983, laid down a new gauntlet tq ad more firmly than ever aligned his coun-
' ry with NATO’s European strategy. The

outlined measures. .
Moscow by calling for the development of 3. ! :
illiamsburg declaration came despite an

; =  defensive shield against nuclear attack. = S
Secretary of CC [signature: “L. Brezhnev’] g éxplicit warning inPravdaon the eve of the

[Handwritten]

act between Israel and Lebanon that had
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summit that the deployment would provoke Absolutely secret ern Europe.
the Soviets to deploy additional missiles of the only copy Actions of president Reagan, who is a bearer
their own targeted not only on Europe but on (rough draft). and creator of all anti-soviet ideas, creator of all

the untrue insinuations regarding our country and

. SESSION OF POLITBURO OF CC CPSU the other countries of the Socialist Community,

The anger of Andropov and his COhort.S 31 May 1983 deserve very critical and harsh reaction from o{w
at this Iate.St developmen.t shows .clee'lrly n side. Meanwhile in the press, Michail Vasilyevich
the transcript, as does their determination t:najrman com. ANDROPOV Yu. V. [Zimyanin], those actions don't find that full
act “very decisively” to develop a political present com[rade]s. Aliev G. A., Gorbachev Mcoverage and deserving answer. This, of course,
counter-offensive to swinginternational,and S., Grishin V. V., Gromyko A. A., Tikhonov is not right. Imperialistic countries of the West
especially U.S. and West European, public N. A., Ustinov D. F., Chernenko K. U., want to put together a bloc against the USSR.
opinion against Reagan’s “aggressive” and Demichev P. N., Dolgikh V. I., Kuznetsov V. They act together and, as you saw, Reagan man-
“militaristic” programs. One finds V. Ponomarev B. N., Solomentsov M. S.aged, though Wlth some pressure, to convince his
Andropov and the Soviet leaders particu- Zimyanin M. V., Kapitonov I. V., Rusakov K. partners in the “Big Seven” to sign the resolution

larly alarmed by Japan's solidarity with V., Ryzhkov N. I. and express their opinions against the politics of

d hing f K the USSR.
NATO, and searching for ways to weaken In the beginning of the session comrade  Now let's see what we do. To my disap-

thatbond, perhaps through aterritorial com-angropov expressed words of deep sadness abguatintment we act alone. Some of us speak out,
promise. They also show concern about thge death of comrade Arveed Yanovich Pelshéut we all do it separately. We, the countries of
need to consolidate the Soviet bloc in Eastomrade Andropov informed that the funeral oWarsaw Pact and the other socialist countries
ern Europe—not only the maverick Romasomrade Pelshe, according to the decision of titeat don’t belong under Warsaw Pact, have to
nians, but other Warsaw Pact leaders had;C is going to be held at 11 o'clock on the Redemonstrate strong unity. But the leaders of the
in Andropov’s terms, failed to show “strongSduare by the Kremlin wall. The members of theocialist countries are buried in their national
funeral commission will come to the Domproblems. These, if you pardon my words, are
" oyuzov at the time of carrying out the body; th@ist minor unimportant actions.
problems,” and ShOUId. therefore be Ca"?(ﬁast of the members of Politburo, candidates to  That's why | have a suggestion to gather
tq Moscow fqr "?‘ summit Cpnference to reIMmembers of Politburo and the secretaries wiliere in Moscow first secretaries of socialist par-
vigorate Socialist bloc unity and strategy. come at 11 o'clock straight to the Mausoleum. ties’ CCs and the chairmen of Sovmins for debat-
Despite obvious irritation with Western ing the current situation. At that meeting we
actions, the Soviet leaders also display pANDROPOV.] Now | would like to address the could exchange opinions about the talks on the
degree of restraint, or at least caution. Reissue, which in my opinion deserves the exarms race and disarmament, decrease of the
garding the situation in the Middle East ancchange of opinions and suggestions. nuclear missiles in Europe, about the last deci-
Central America, Andropov remarks that  Teday I've talked with a number of mem-sions of the NATO countries, and about the other
Moscowshouldwar the Syrans,ase saf" of e Poltouro sbaut au govermert subjcts st o o counlracon 1o
he had told the Cgbans, to avoid instigatin e deployment of American missiles “Pershingthe worsening of the global situation.
a Confrontat!on, since the US_SR would n%’ and cruise missiles in the countries of Western  Of course, there comes up the question of
be dragged into a war on their behalf. Angcrope: and also concerning the resolutioRomania: what to do with it? It seems to me that
there is discussion of Andropov’s sending adopted by the countries of “Big Seven” innot to invite Romania is not in our interests,
personal letter to Reagan on nuclear armsvilliamsburg. It's important that we discuss thiswithout it we can't really hold a meeting, though,
control issues—presaging the letter he imatter, exchange opinions, and express the sug it's known, they voted against the publication
fact sent Reagan on 4 July 1983, initiating gestions that should be developed. of our declaration.
short-lived yet promising private dialogue  !fyoulookatthe events thatare taking place A question appears: when to hold a meeting
Pt was aborted o than o months g 7 Wester coutes you eyt an i Wi o concde . It seems o e it
fqllovylng the Soviet downing of a.Kore.ancourse, that’s not accidental, and its highly dameeting, because the Western countries are quite
Alr Lines 747 on 'Septem.b.er 1, trlggerlngl;erous. At the session of the NATO countriesactive today. For now we aren’t active enough. |
renewed U.S.-Soviet hostility. that's going on in Williamsburg, very aggressivehink that we should assume positions now, be-
All of the excerpts below were declassispeeches are given; and the very resolutidore the meeting, to startthe counteraction against
fied by Russian authorities as possible evadopted by the “Big Seven” is non-constructivethe policies of the imperialist states. It seems to
dence for use in the Constitutional Courbut aggressive. me that on that meeting we should develop,
trial of the CPSU in 1992—and perhaps for If you analyze the reaction of the countriegdopt, and then publish a document that would
potential use in discrediting Mikhail of the West on our declaration, then the reactioexpress our reaction on NATO's decision. Maybe
GorbachevandothrrivalofEoris Ylsin 025110 Ses Fromone s, ourdecaratoniadtat cocment v could once agan g e
and subse_quently deposited in Fond 89. Th%ns, seen through some of the speeches of soman-aggression acts between the countries of the
were provided tO_CWIHF_) by Mark Krarner’ofthe western politicians that give hope to normalVarsaw Pact and the countries of NATO. It's
Center for Foreign Policy Development,nq productive high level talks about the decreasgiite possible that other ideas could be brought
Brown University, and Russian ResearcBf the arms race and disarmament, especially op.
Center, Harvard University, and introducedthe nuclear weapons. On the other side there are In his recent speech, [Former West German
by CWIHP director Jim Hershberg; Lenaindications of absolute fulfillment of the so-calledChancellor Willy] Brandt, introduced an idea
Milman translated the following transcript: double decision of NATO, which is the place-aboutjoining the talks on the limitation of nuclear
ment of nuclear missiles in the countries of Westissiles in Europe and limitation of strategic

the United States itself.

unity” and were “buried in their national
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nuclear missiles. Maybe we should all thinkhe country. We can't, comrades, forget in thisheir time Western countries themselves put a
about thatidea and make it an official proposal-situation defense sufficiency of our country. Thesguestion about the talks on all kinds of nuclear
join the talks about the nuclear missiles in Euopics should be constant in our media. Yoweapons.

rope with the talks about the limitation on all theemember comrade L. Y. Brezhnev at the XXVI ANDROPOQV. That's good, let them say
strategic nuclear weapons. We also should thirdession of CPSU [23 February - 3 March 1981that themselves, how they view that suggestion.
when and where to bring up this proposal. |thinkaid, that military threat is coming and because of GROMYKO. Itwill be easier for usto keep
that MFA and the Ministry of Defense will that we should lead a struggle against the inflin contact with those who speak against all kinds
decide on that problem. ence of military revanchist ideas of the Westof nuclear weapons. |think, thatthey can try this,

We have to open up a wider network to wirThat's what it came to: Reagan calls up the senispite of the fact that they will insist on location
public opinion, to mobilize public opinion of the tors if they support the ideas of the Soviet Uniomf nuclear weapons in Europe. Inaword, this will
Western countries of Europe and America againahd charges them with treason. Why don’t we uggve us a break.
the location of the nuclear weapons in Europpress to speak against the lazy bums, those who ANDROPOV. Anyway, we don't lose any-
and against a new arms race, that's being forceuss work progulshikoy, bad workers? | ask the thing.
by the American administration. The behaviocomrades to express their opinions about the GROMYKO. New ideas are starting to
of Japan, and especially of the presiderguestions brought up and maybe comrades haappear in America, though not officially, but it's
[Yasuhiro] Nakasone worries me. He comether suggestions. Who would like to take theery important. Maybe they will agree to union.
pletely took the side of the more aggressive pastand? Anyway, this line [idea] will have to be fulfilled
of the Western countries, and he completely GROMYKO. | completely approve of the right away.
supports Reagan’s actions. Because of that waggestions that were expressed by Yu. V. We will have an extra plan—it is the con-
should consider some sort of compromise in oukndropov. First of all about the call of thetinuing of the talks on restrictions of use of
relations with Japan. For example: we couldheeting of the leaders of socialist countries, coustrategic nuclear armament in the world and re-
think about joint exploitation of several smalltries of the Warsaw Pact. Thatkind of meeting, tetrictions on nuclear armament in Europe. The
islands, that have no strategic importance. Maylmy opinion, we should gather. [Romanian leadddnited States, as it's known, is talking about the
there will be other suggestions. 1, personallyNicolae] Ceausescu, | think, we should invite tdact that they can only strike in response to
think that Japan could initiate more active coopthe meeting. | would say, it's beneficial for us. aggression. | think, that they without enough
eration with the Soviet Union in the economic  ANDROPOQV. Right now they are askingreason wouldn’t dare to use nuclear missiles.
sphere. for a consultation. Against the first strike are also Canada, England,

The next point concerns China. Ithinkthat ~GROMYKO. Particularly they were asking France, and Western Germany. This we also
the Chinese aren’t going to move any further ons for that. The meeting of the leaders of theave to use skillfully in our propaganda andin our
their positions. But all our data shows that thegountries of the Warsaw Pact will show the unityractical interests.
could increase their trade with USSR. They didf our Pactand prove our principal positionsinthe  Regarding Japan, | have an idea: why don’t
offer us a trade agreement for this year, thaestions of nuclear weapons and reduction @fe use our suggestion regarding the islands of
substantially increases our goodsarms race. | think that we should adopt at thHamabayi [sic-Habamai?—ed.], Kunashir, and
exchange[compared to] the previous years a@fieeting a document, as rightly mentioned beforether small islands, that really are very little
trading with China. Because of that we mighYuri Vladimirovich [Andropov]. This document spots, and draw the border, | mean make an
have to send comrade [First Deputy Prime Minshould sound very clearly. Along declaratioradjustment of the border. It would be then the
ister lvan V.] Arkhipov to China to conduct ashouldn’t be made, but it should be sharp anehost prestigious suggestion.
series of talks and to “feel the ground.” And if weconcrete. This would be our collective action of ~ ANDROPOV. When | talked about Japan,
succeed in improving our economic ties witlthe countries of Warsaw Pact. Itis needed. |didn't mean that suggestion. | talked about joint
China through cultural, sports, and other organi-  What to do with the talks? | fully support theexploitation of several little islands.
zations, it could be considered a big step aheagliggestion of Yuri Vladimirovitch about uniting GROMYKO. We could do both at the same

Now about the Middle East. To say that th¢he talks on nuclear armament in Europe antime. These same islands are small dots in the
events in the Middle East don’t bother us wouldtrategic armament in whole. As you knowpcean and they don’'t have such a grand strategic
be wrong. The fact is that we have very gooReagan has got a goal, whatever it takes him, tmportance.
relations with Syria. But Syria argues againstthglace the nuclear missiles “Pershing-2” and the  About China. The People’s Republic of
agreement that was made between Israel aodiise missiles in the European countries. Ahina expresses wishes to broaden our economic
Lebanon, Syria has no friendly relations wittquestion comes up, what should we do, whethéies. Even in practice it is starting something in
Irag. Recently Syria has been facing minowe should continue the talks? As it's knownthat sphere, for example the increase of goods
problems with PLO, and in particular with [PLOWestern countries, many of them, are ready faxchange.

Chairman Yasser] Arafat. In one word—here isleployment. That's why we should bring in ANDROPOV. This should be checked out,
a problem we have to think about. something fresh. And in connection with that thigs | said.

If you look at our propaganda, you carsuggestion about uniting the talks will serve our GROMYKO. | think, thatthe Chinese aren’t
come to a conclusion that it's quite calm when interests. going to go for anything else. One of the terms for
comes to strategic preparations of NATO. Thats ANDROPQV. We should invite for these normalization of our relations is the withdrawal
true, we shouldn’t scare people with war. But italks the English and French, let them participat®f our troops from Chinese borders. It seems to
our propaganda we should show more brightlthey are nuclear countries. me that we could think about that. But then the
and fully the military actions of the Reagan GROMYKO. I think the English and French Chinese began to push for withdrawal of Viet-
administration and the supporting countries ofvill refuse for sure to hold the talks, but we shoulthamese troops from Cambodia.

Western Europe, which in other words meanisivite them, that's right. The main suggestion,|  ANDROPOV. | suggest we don't bring up
disclosing in full scale the aggressive charactehink, is the combined talks. That type of ahat question.

of the enemy. We need that, so we could use facisggestion deals with the restriction of nuclear =~ GROMYKO. Regarding Mongolia. Maybe
to mobilize the soviet people for the fulfillmentarmament in the whole, which means that in thee should withdraw part of the army away from
of social and economic plans for development délks they will include the tactic missiles, also. Irthe border. There is a danger in the Middle East
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that Israel will strike against Syria. If Syria ruinsthere. For example, from the Japanese sea we canthe other topics. [Bulgarian leader Todor]
Reagan'’s plans, Americans will go bankrupt. only access through the strait of La Pérouse, arghivkov, for example, can give a speech about

ANDROPOQV. | would suggest we turn tol should say, here we would substantially cut ouXuclear-free Zone in the Balkans. Now about
Syria to advise it not to pull itself into this maneuvering space. China. All the initiatives about the increase in
conflict. If the events start happening, we should  About the meeting with governments ofgoods exchange between USSR and China come
warn Syrian leaders beforehand to work out socialist countries. | completely agree with Yurfrom China. This is very important. That's why
corresponding plan. Vladimirovich. We should expose the Westernwve should feel the ground about broadening our

GROMYKO. Syria sends tanks to Leba-countries, their offensive speeches and militargconomic relations with China and send to China
non. Our task is to advise Syrian leaders tone. Maybe Yu.V. Andropov should say someeomrade Arkhipov for the talks.

withhold from any participation in the events ofthing on that topic, too. Regarding removal of the troops from the

the war. GROMYKO. I will have a speech at theChinese border, to me it seems like an unrealistic
ANDROPOQV. May be we should write asession. In that speech, it seems to me, | showdt.

letter about that to [Syrian leader Hafez] Assad&pell out a number of suggestions. Regarding Syria, as comrades have talked

USTINOV. All that we do regarding de- USTINOV. Maybe | should give an inter- about it, everything is correct. If Syria gets
fense we should continue doing. All the missilesjiew? In one word, we activize the work, gatheinvolved in a conflict, then we can lose every-
that we planned to install, should be installed. Abocialist parties and agree with them on thithing we have in the Middle East. And we have
the airplanes should be stationed at the spots webject. to keep Syria in our orbit. That's why we should
agreed upon. Reading the resolution that was CHERNENKO. Even if Romania doesn’tconduct more work with the Syrian government.
adopted by the “Big Seven,” | should say, it wasign, we could adopt a resolution without th&Ve have to find such a method in our propaganda,
very cunning and strict. Butit has its weak pointsignature of Romania. such forms and methods of conducting it so as to
and we should figure out how to use them. But USTINOV. Japan hadn’tjoined the military tell our people the truth about the nuclear war, but
everything happens in life, so “they” may bealliance of the Western countries, yet. That'sot to scare them, as Yuri Vladimirovich cor-
installing the missiles in England, FRG, and otherhy we should act not only upon Japan, but theectly pointed out.
countries. other countries, also, so that not only we openly CHERNENKO. It's absolutely correct, that

| consider the suggestion of Yurispoke outagainstmilitaristicintentions of Reagaifuri Vliadimirovich gathered us today, and the
Vladimirovich absolutely correct that we shouldadministration, English, Japanese and others, bauiggestion is right about a meeting with the
carry out active work, to counteract against ththe socialist countries did it, too, and the leadeteaders of all the members of the Warsaw Pact. If
imperialistic actions of our enemies. of the socialist countries could have spoken ouwgou look attentively at our friends—Czechs, GDR,

Regarding Mongolia | should say, that if wetoo. By the way, in those situation they have kepiungarians, Bulgarians, you get an impression,
move the Soviet army, that's now located thersilent. We have, comrades, to build, strengtheéhat the leaders of these countries don’t worry
back to our territory then we will lose a very goodhe socialist bloc, but very skillfully. To my about the current situation. That's why the very
post. Everythingis already equipped there. Thattegret, the relations between Vietnam and Chirfact of calling a meeting will mean a lot. | think
why we have nowhere to move on the Soviedre very strained. | absolutely agree with thehat we should call a meeting in a near future, as
border. decision of Yuri Vladimirovich about enforcing said Yuri Vladimirovich.

Regarding Cambodia and Vietnam, we alanti-war propaganda, targeted at the arms race, VOICES. Support the suggestion about the
ready talked about it not once. | figure that wevrong suggestions of the Western countries argalling of a meeting.
shouldn’t lose positions won in battles, but wespecially at the American administration. It ~CHERNENKO. Atthat meeting we can talk
should retain them. The sanctions which wer®oks like the Americans thought about installingabout China, about the Middle East and about
discussed earlier by Yuri Vladimirovich, shoulda space command. In aword, | would like to sagther important questions of the international
be supported. We will look at it very carefullythat we should more widely speak out about owgituation. | think that all the questions that Yuri
and think about our actions. We also have to thirduggestions and expose the militaristic intentiongladimirovich stated in his speech were very
about talks in Vienna and Geneva, in regards tof the Western countries. correct. There gathered a “big Seven” of Western
nuclear weapons as well as strategic. In fact | ANDROPOV. Of course, we aren’t goingaggressive states, but we are also a “big Seven,”
consider very rightful the suggestion to combinéo change Reagan’s behavior, but we will exposend we should meet, but this would be now a
both of these talks. Maybe, Y.V. Andropov willhis antisoviet, militaristic intentions very deci-meeting of “big Seven,” fighting against nuclear
consider it rational to speak out with that suggesively. arms and for peace.
tion, and maybe give another suggestion, let's TIKHONOV. Reagan doesn’t react any About working out the suggestions, that
say, about decrease of nuclear weapons by Bfbre to our suggestions. Regarding the unitinguri Vladimirovich talked about, | think, that,
percent, including French and English nucleaof the talks, this is one more of our importanincluding our interests, we should prepare them

weapons. suggestions, and we should bring it in. Missilesyell and introduce [them] to [the] CC.
TIKHONOV. England and France will never of course, they will place in Western Europe. But ~ GRISHIN. | completely support what Yuri
agree to that. [we] should explain it broadly and clearly to outVladimirovich suggested. The situation is dan-

USTINOV. If they don't agree, than our people and all other nations of other countriegierous. The resolution of the “Big Seven” that
proposal will sound all over the world. TheThe resolution of the Soviet governmentis averthey will put the missiles in Europe, has an
middle-range missiles,- Western countriegmportant document. We now have only to deeffensive character. Actually, there is being
wouldn’t refuse against their location in Europevelop propaganda, expose the actions of the Wdetmed a bloc based on an anti-soviet platform.

GROMYKO. But what then to reduce? and have a strong influence over people. | thinWestern countries try to outweigh the countries

USTINOV. We can reduce all the rocketsthat meeting that Yuri Vladimirovich talked aboutof the Warsaw Pact with the nuclear weapons.

GROMYKO. We proposed that. is vitally important to be held. And with that weThe meeting should be held before the meeting of

USTINOQV. Yes, we already proposed, bushould somehow hint to socialist countries thatIATO.
we should offer again. About Japan | would likehey alone and each one of them, let's say GDR, GROMYKO. It could be held even after
to say that we can look only at very small islandsGzechoslovakia, Hungary give a speech. LetNATO’s meeting. Then we could find out their
but the big island Kunashir—we have quite settlesiay a speech for Nuclear-free Zone in Europe ampaint of view on several questions.
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GRISHIN. On our meeting we should callto the participants of the meeting of the “Bigand their VPs and talk to them about these sub-
socialist countries to active counteraction toSeven,” and then, maybe later, to Reagan. jects.
ward imperialistic countries. About the invita- PONOMAREV. In response to the actions RUSAKOV. We have to, obviously, check
tion of Romania, | am for it, though there’s noof the “Big Seven” we should work out oureverything that's going on in the socialist coun-
guarantee they will sign the resolution. Theguggestions. Maybe, after the meeting of theies in these areas and then let them know our
behave very badly. Not long ago, as it wakaders of the socialist countries we should holsuggestions and give them friendly advice.

known, Ceausescu hosted [conservative Wegarty activities, and meetings in the country. ANDROPOV. All this, comrades, can be
German politician, Bavarian state premier Franz ~ USTINOV. Thisis all correct, butwhatif we done and | think that you will take these tasks
Josef] Strauss and during the talks he spoke vesgare the people? actively. There is a suggestion to give to com-

badly. | think that we should prepare a good, PONOMAREYV. On 20 June, for example,rades Gromyko and Zimyanin a task to summa-
short, but sharp document, that will be adopteithere’s going to be an Assembly of Peace irize all that we talked about on our session, and
there. Prague, we should use it for propaganda of oyrepare a suggestion about the counteractions
I am completely for opening of wide rangepeaceful propositions. towards the actions of the imperialistic states,
of propaganda in our press and among our oral ZIMYANIN. | completely agree with what targeted at worsening of the international situa-
propagandists, which was mentioned before byuri Vladimirovich said. | would ask a permis-tion. Don’t be long with the preparation of those

Yuri Vladimirovich. sion to begin realization of this ideas startinguggestionsand enteringtheminthe CC. Agreed?
ANDROPOQV. In that sphere we so fartomorrow. In particular, gather the editors of the  EVERYONE. Agreed.
don’t do a whole lot. leading newspapers, information agencies and ANDROPOV. On this permit me to end our

GRISHIN. | think that with Japan we tell them about these ideas, especially point theeeting.
should look for the way to soften the relationssharp end of our propaganda at Reagan and his
With China we could develop economic relaaggressive suggestions. (Source: TskhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 53, LI. 1-14.)
tions on higher levels. Of course, China won't KUZNETSOV. | think, we should activize
give up on Cambodia, and on that issue we witllso the work in parliamentary relations, espet. [Ed. note: Evidently a reference to Deputy Prime
never come to an agreement. | think, that weially about sending our parliamentary delegaMinister Leonid Smirnov, head of the Military-Indus-
should keep Syrians from unnecessary actionons to France, USA, and the other countriedfial Commission (VPK) ]
so that they don’t get pulled into military con-Obviously, on the session in A.A.Gromyko’s
frontation. speech he should mention these questions.

ANDROPOV. At one ;?oi.nt, remember | ANDROPOV. Now | would like to tell you, The intense, neo-Brezhnevite and al-
Wonitsend any 100ps to Cuba. And tworked aie o norm youof | am alking aboutmprove. 105! NC-Stalinist conservatism of the brief
right, the Cubans accepted it. We should tell thment of our work inside the country, and aboutthe%hernenko |nterreg.num (Feb. 1984-March
same thing to Syrians. | think such a saying wilhcrease of our, leaders’ responsibility of th 985) pervades th's_ July 1,984 .Polltburo
prevent them from confrontation. assigned tasks. It doesn't only concern me-€xcerpt. The transcript also illuminates the

GORBACHEV. You said it right, Yuri Andropov, or Gromyko, Ustinov, we all are per<elationship between fluctuations in CPSU
Vladimirovich, that the time now is calling us tosonally responsible for the departments that weadership and reassessments of past party
increase actions, taking necessary steps to dead. Comrade Tikhonov has to keep a tight grihistory. On this occasion, the Politburo’s
velop a broad program of counter-measuresn Food industry. Comrade Gorbachev has to uggnsideration of requests for rehabilitation
against the aggressive plans of the Western coqawerweathgrexcuses,butorganizeafight’fort%m several one-time rivals of Nikita S.
cerious tasks. We can take some acion towsiebout bad weathe, b work more, so hey urg"USHIENEY Who e been ousted from the
the countries of CMEA [Council on Mutual every good day, every minute for gathering mor arty in mtra—leadershlp struggles in the
Economic Assistance], countries of Warsaw Paatrops, do all we can to increase wheat crops al 50s prompts. a vigorous bout (_)f
and separate socialist countries. | completelyther grain and meat and dairy. Comrade Aliefthrushchev-bashing. (The three erstwhile
support the suggestions about holding a meetitgs an important task—improvement of the putParty stalwarts who had petitioned the Polit-
and other actions, that were suggested helig transportation system. Comrade Kapitonoburo—Vyacheslav M. Molotov, the long-

* * * * * *

including the military line. has to increase the common goods productiotime USSR foreign minister; Georgii M.
The United States is moving to Europemore should be done in that field. Comrad@jalenkov, for a time considered Stalin's
Here we can't wait. We have to act. Demichev should be stricter with the repertoire Oﬁkely successor; and Lazar M. Kaganovich,

ALIEV. | support all the suggestions ofthe theaters, we have too manynegativesides,agﬁe of Stalin’s key henchmen and First
Yuri Vladimirovich. This complex of actions is the other questions in the development of o . -
vital to be carried out. Our exF;ernaI politics hasulture derr?and more attention. You,Fl)Detr Nonvich|;r)epUty Premier after Stalin’s death—yv e.re
an offensive character, but the character of [@emichev] are the one to be asked from in thié1|I expelled from the p:clrtylleadershlp "J
peace offensive. The imperialists are irritated byector. | wouldn't talk about the other comradest957 @s members of the “Anti-Party Group
our suggestions. All that you said here, Yurihey all know their departments and their goals. that had allegedly plotted to overthrow
Vladimirovich, regarding a meeting of the so+hink that you should gather all your employeeXhrushchev. Also seeking additional privi-
cialist countries, improving relations with China,and tell them about the ideas and tasks that iieges was Alexander Shelepin, once KGB
about the Middle East, especially about startingilked about today. You can gather all of them q¢hief under Khrushchev but now denounc-
a wide propaganda—all this deserves specigou can gather them in according to groupgng him.) Sympathetically considering the
attention and should be adopted. _ whatever is better. _requests of the “Anti-Party Group” to be

DEMICHEV. Why don't we write a letter USTINQOV. Maybe | should gather with restored to honored party positions, one
to Reagan from the name of comrade Andropowdmrade Smirnovall those in defense and we’'ll . -

ANDROPOV. | would modernize a bit the talk about our defense. Politouro member after another—especially

suggestion of P. N. Demichev and write a letter ~ TIKHONOV. | will gather all the ministers Defense Minister UStinQVa Foreigp Ministry
Gromyko, KGB chairman Viktor M.
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Chebrikov and Prime Minister Nikolai A. USTINOV: That is an important evalua- Indeed, in the case of their restoration to the
Tikhonov—lament the damage thation. party, one can expect a large stream of letters
Khrushchev had supposedly caused the CHERNENKO: Molotov said that he does from those who were rehabilitated during the
USSR, the CPSU, and international commdZ? rEes 21 SR M e et hahetparty membershi, especialy Kaganovich.
E!Sm ?S a resuILof his denudnCIatllor: of Stallnrtecognized his mistakes and made the necessaye need to be ready for this. | think that such a

!S re ormfs_toF e stat('a ap . agriculture, angonclusions. After our conversation Victor summary should be viewed by the Politburo of
his rehabilitation of individuals such asy/asjrevich Grishin in the city committee of the the CC before making a final decision.

Aleksandr I. Solzhenitsyn. Caught up in thgarty presented him with his party card. TIKHONOV: Yes, if not for Khrushchev,
anti-reformist spirit, Politburo memberseven ~ TIKHONOV: In general we did the right they would never have been expelled from the
lapse into nostalgia for Stalin himself. thing in restoring him to the party. party. He soiled and stained us and our policies

An interesting aspect of the discussion CHERNENKO: And right after this the CC in the eyes of the whole world.
is the cautiously equivocal part played by-PSU received letters from Malenkov and CHEBRIKOV: Besides that, a whole list of
Mikhail Gorbachev, already clearly a |ead_KaganOV|ch, and also a Iette_r frc_)m [fo_rmer KGBindividuals were |Ilegally_ rehabllltgted. As a
ina contender to succeed Chernenko: h%halrman Alexandr] Shelepin, in which he de-matter of fact they were rightly punished. Take,
9 ' " cClares that he once was against Khrushchev arfdr example, Solzhenitsyn.

suggests soﬁ-pedahng publicannouncemepiy,yes a list of requests. GORBACHEV: | think that we could go
of Molotov's rehabilitation, pipes up In Allow me to read Kaganovich's letter. without publicizing the restoration of Molotovin
agreementto decry Khrushchev's impact ofreads the letter). the party in the Informational Bulletin of the CC

agricultural matters (then Gorbachev'sspe- A letter with analogous contents, with aCPSU. The department of organizational and
cialty), and declares forthrightly, “This pro- confession of his mistakes was sent by Malenkowparty work could communicate this in an opera-
posal has positive and negative sides,” when TIKHONOV: Maybe for now we shouldn’t tional manner to the regional and district com-

Ustinov proposes restoring the namdlo anything with these letters? mittees of thg party. .

Stalingrad to Volgograd. Translation by, CHERNENKO: For now we can do noth- Concerning Maler_1kov and _Kaganowch, I

Loren Utkin ing, but let's agree to examine them after thevould also support their restoration m_the party.
) XXVII Congress of our party. And we wouldn’t need to connect their restora-

USTINOV: But in my opinion, Malenkov tion with the upcoming party congress.

and Kaganovich should be reaccepted into the ROMANOV: Yes, these people are al-

party. They were active figures, leaders. | willready elderly and could die.
Top Secret  say frankly, that if not for Khrushchev, then the USTINOV: | will stand by my evalution of
Single Copy  decision to expel these people from the partKhrushchev’s activity, as they say, until | die.
Working Notes  \ould not have been taken. And in general thoskle did us a lot of damage. Think about what he

scandalous disgraces which Khrushchev comdid to our history, to Stalin.

MEETING OF POLITBURO OF CPSU  njtted in relation to Stalin would never have =~ GROMYKO: He rendered an irreversable

12 July 1984 occurred. Stalin, no matter what is said, is oublow to the positive image of the Soviet Union in
history. No one enemy brought us so much harrthe eyes of the outside world.
Chair: Com. CHERNENKO K.U. as Khrushchev did in his policy towards the past ~USTINOV: It's not a secret that the
Present: Comrades Aliev, G.A., Vorotnikov V.l.,of our party and our state, and towards Stalin. westerners never loved us. But Khrushchev
GorbachevM.S.,Gromyko A.A.,RomanovG.V.,  GROMYKO. In my opinion, we need to gave them such arguments, such material, that

Tikhonov N.A., Ustinov D.F., Kuznestov V.V., restore these two to the party. They were part ofie have been discredited for many years.
Chebrikov V.M., Ligachev Y K., Ryzhkov N.I. the party leadership and government, and for ~ GROMYKO: Basically thanks to him the
many years led specific parts of work. 1 doubt thaso-called “Eurocommunism” was born.
[.] these were unworthy people. For Khrushchevthe  TIKHONOV: And what he did to our
most important task was to decide questions oéconomy! | myself have had to work in a

CHERNENKO: Departing from today's cadres and not to expose mistakes made by ceBovnarkhoz [Soviet regional economic organ].
agenda, | would like to inform you about a fewain people. GORBACHEV: And to the party, breaking
letters | have received. TIKHONOV: Maybe we should return to itinto industrial and agricultural party organiza-

As you know, we have made a decisiofhis question at the end of this year or at theions!
concerning one of the letters. This was thgeginning of next year? USTINOV: We were always against
request of V.M. Molotov about his restorationto ~ cHEBRIKOV: | would like to inform you sovnarkhozy. And many members of the CC
the ranks ofthe CPSU. Ireceived V. M. Molotovthat Western radio stations have been transmifolitburo, as you remember, stated such an opin-
had a talk with him. He heard our decision withing news about the restoration of Molotov intoion.
great happiness and almost started cryinghe partyforalongtime now. Andtheyaresaying  In connection with the fortieth anniversary
Molotov said the decision was like being borfpat to this moment the workers of our countryof the Victory over fascism [May 1985] | would
again. Molotov is now 93, but he looks heartyng the party do not know anything about thispropose discussing one more question. Shouldn’t
enough and speaks firmly. He declared that th@aybe we should include an announcement inve restore the name Stalingrad to Volgograd?
Politouro CC CPSU has preserved and continugfe |nformational Bulletin of the CC CPSU aboutMillions of people would support this. But this,
thatwork, which the party persistently conductedhe restoration of Molotov to the party? as they say, is information for thought.
The only bad thing is that you work like we used  concerning the question about the restora-  GORBACHEV: This proposal has positive
to, until midnight. Molotov talked about how hetjon of Malenkov and Kaganovich into the party,and negative sides.
is interested in the press, reads periodical jourwould request a little time in order to preparea  TIKHONOV: Recently a very good docu-
nals. He declared: you are doing things right, angmmary of those resolutions which these indimentary film was released called “Marshall
for this you have the people’s support. viduals wrote on the lists of repressed peoplezhukov,” in which Stalin is portrayed rather
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fully and positively. ties apart from exceptional circumstances,”
CHERNENKO: | watched it. This is a gnd acknowledging the state’s right to re- Top Secret
good film. _ strict his own foreign travel because of his Single Copy
USTINOV: | really should see it. past atomic weapons work. To underline his Working Notes

CHERNENKO: Concerning Shelepin’slet-
ter, it, at the end, requests support on the level ﬁ}essage, ,he had also IaunChed, another MEETING OF POLITBURO OF CPSU
former Poliburo members. unger strike, and by August 13 his normal 29 August 1985

USTINOV: In my opinion, what he re- Weight of 175 pounds had fallen to 138
ceived upon retiring is quite enough. He raisegounds. (See Andrei Sakhardemoirs Chair: Com. GORBACHEV. M.S.
this question in vain. (New York: Knopf, 1990), 599-601.) (AgainPresent: Comrades Aliev G.A., Vorotnikov V. |.,
CHERNENKO. 1 think that in terms of Chebrikov avoids explicit mention of a hun- Ryzhkov N.I., Chebrikov V.M., Shevardnadze
these questions we should limit ourselves tger strike, referring only to Sakharov’s “poor E.A.,DemichevP.N., Dolgikh V.., Kuznetsov
exchanging opinions. Butas you understand, Wgaa|th” and weight loss.) V.V., SolokovS.L., Yeltsin B. N., Zaikov L.N.,
will have to return to them. Of course, Gorbachev would in Decem- Zimyanin M.V., Kapitonov I.V., Nikonov V.P.

TIKHONOV: We wish you, Konstantin . ,
Ustinovich, a good rest during the recess. ber 1986 permit Sakharov's return to Mos- I. Concerning the results of the meeting in

CHERNENKO: Thank you. cow, res_tore h's rlghtS. tF’ travel, _Spe_ak "’.m%e CC CPSU on the question of formulating
engage in political activity (culminating in sate plans of economic and social development
L S L S his election to the Congress of People’sfthe USSR in 1986 and the Twelfeth Five-Year
Having taken over the leadership of th&eputies), and joust combatively with hinPlan
CPSU and USSR from Chernenko in Marc@ver the direction of Soviet society until his GORBACHEV: | won't touch on all the
1985, Gorbachev moved only gradually teleath three tumultuous years later. But thilssues that were discussed at the conference in
dismantle the legacy of his more conservadranscript shows how much disdainand scorfuch detail, because the majority of the comrades
tive and dogmatic predecessors. This esakharov and Bonner inspired among th eLe there. NC;IW tis leearthathtizteico-rlrﬁ?tly
cerpt, from August 1985, finds him dealingoviet leadership, and how Gorbachev angi 0t et f " Coriiee. and the June
with a nettlesome legacy from the past, thgeared to fa!l in with this attitude, as Virneeting of the CC CPSU the party developed a
case of Andrei Sakharov, the Nobel laureatéenced by his reported crack about the akqgnception of acceleration of the social-economic
dissident scientist who had been exiled teged influence of Bonner, a Jew, ovegevelopment of the country and marked out the
the city of Gorky in January 1980 followingSakharov—"Now there’s real Zionism.” principle path of its realization. The people fully
his criticism of the Soviet intervention inEven with Chebrikov grudgingly acknowl-supported the party’s course. The tension and
Afghanistan, and hisequallyoutspokenwif@,dging that Bonner should be allowed tditalityofpartylife has increased, as has all social
Yelena Bonner. The particular question aeave for three months, and Prime Ministef'.fe of the country. In such a case we have the
issue here was whether to permit Bonner 8yzhkov supporting that action as “a hU'“g:;l?r;zlgéﬁim?at:; Srg;:lltzecc‘etlger\;]vg:llzvt\lzl
visit the United $t§tes to. receive me.d.icahanitarian step,” Gorbachev seems eagert e reflected in the firstyear of the Five-YpearPIan.
treatment and visit relatives, a decisiorshow his colleagues, most of whom had begn, s emphasized that the views of some minis-
complicated by concern about the potentiatlevated to the Politburo by previous leadgies and departments in developing the plans for
risk of an embarrassing uproar if her re-ers, that his decisions are based purely ofiext year and the Twelveth Five-Year Plan have
guest was denied barely two months befofeard-boiled realpolitik considerations: aroused concern in the Central Committee. We
Gorbachev’s planned summit meeting ifWhatwill hurt us more—to allow Bonnertoare asking our comrades to leave their
Geneva with Reagan. This danger wago abroad or to forbid it?” But at the samedepartment’s trenches and approach the develop-
more than hypothetical; not only wadime, he moved gingerly to moderate thgent of plans from an a}ll-unlon position.
Sakharov's treatment the subject of persistate’s stand toward the man he Safdonica||¥Ont;2tE¥QSE;A$§E&;T;bsgé\ilgs Zzggtie
tent demonstrations abroad, but the physteferred to as the “not unfamiliar Sakharov,” actions of the U.S. administration y
cist had in May 1984 and April 1985 al-deCIdllng Fhat it would “meet'hlm. halfway” GORBACHEV: As a whole the discussion
ready twice conducted hunger strikes tby satisfying his requestfor his wife to travely a5 heated, but constructive.
demand that his wife be allowed to travelbut only if they promised to behave them-  Now a few works on another subject. Atthe
prompting the KGB to hospitalize himselves accordingly—i.e., stifle their publicend of July 1 received a letter from the not
against his will and to force-feed him intra-criticism of Soviet actions. A week later, anfamiliar Sakharov. He is requesting that his
venously. (Inbriefing Gorbachev, ChebrikoKGB officer visited Sakharov (“polite, al- wife, Bonner, be allowed to go abroad to undergo
alludes euphemistically to “various situa-most deferential,” in contrast to previoustreatment and visit with relatives.
tions [which] have arisen” and visits) to relay Gorbachev's terms, and the CHEBRIKOV: This is an old story. It has
. . " . . een going on for 20 years. During this time
[a]ppropriate measures, allallegedly le- fo!lovymg month later Bonner received P arious situations have arisen. Appropriate mea-
gal, taken by the KGB in response.) mission to travgl to the United St"’_ltes' a MRy res were employed in relation to Sakharov and
On 29 July 1985, a month before thehe undertookin December—ending athreggonner, But no actions were permitted which
meeting, Sakharov had written Gorbacheyear struggle. (Sakharowlemoirs 601- would have violated the law. This is very impor-
and Gromyko pleading for a favorable re605.) But many more struggles lay aheadant and should be emphasized.
sponse to his wife’s request, and promisingranslation by Loren Utkin. Sakharov is now 65 and Bonner is 63. Sa-

in return to “discontinue my public activi- kharov is in poor health. He’s undergoing onco-
x kK %X x % logical tests because he has been losing weight.
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Sakharov as a political figure has basicallgo. Itis a humanitarian step. If she stays there, efectronics expert arrested in June 1985,
lost his image of late and has been saying nothirgurse, there will be a lot of noise. But we will bes|legedly after being fingered as an Ameri-
new. Bonner should probably be allowed to gable to influence Sakharov. He even escaped ¢gn spy by ex-ClA officer Edward L. Howard,
abroad for three months. According to the law, ithe hospital in order to feel freer. who had been recruited by the KGB and
is possible to interrupt the exile for a short period  SOKOLOV: | think we need to take this successfully escaped to the USSR in Septem-
of time (Bonner, as you know, is in exile). Ofaction, it won’t make things any worse for us. . .
course in the West, she could make a statement KUZNETSOV: The case is complicated.ber 1985. (See David Wiskhe Spy Who
and receive some award, etc. We cannot exclutiet allowing Bonner to go abroad could be use@OtAway(New York: Random House, 1988),
the possibility that from Italy, where she’s goingn propaganda against us. 19, 68, 159, 196, 207-8, 234-5, 248-9, 261-
to obtain treatment, she could go to the U.S. ALIEV: It is difficult to give a precise 2.) Translation by Loren Utkin.

Allowing Bonner to go abroad would have theanswer to this question. Bonner is under control

appearance of a humanitarian step. now. Anger has pent up inside her over the years. L A A

Two variants of her future behavior arelt will pour out of her once she gets to the West.
possible. First, she returnsto Gorky. Second, sB®urgeois propaganda will have a concrete per- Top Secret
refuses to come back and begins to raise tlsen for conducting various sorts of press confer- Single Copy
question of reunification of the family, which ences and other anti-Soviet acts. The situation (Working Notes)

means giving Sakharov permission to leave. Iwill worsen if Sakharov raises the question of
this case, appeals from Western officials andeuniting with his wife. So there is an elementof MEETING OF POLITBURO OF CPSU
even some representatives of the communist parigk here. But let's take the risk. 25 September 1986
could follow. But we cannot let Sakharov go DEMICHEV: Most of all | am thinking
abroad. Minsredmash [Ministry of Middle Ma- about Comrade M.S. Gorbachev’s meetings withhair: Com. GORBACHEV. M.S.
chine-Building] is against this because SakharoMitterrand and Reagan. If we allow Bonner to g@resent: Comrades Aliev, G.A., Vorotnikov V. 1.,
knows in detail the entire path of development cdibroad before this, then in the West a loud anigromyko A.A., Zaikov L.N., Kunaev D.A.,
our atomic weapons. Soviet campaign will be raised. Soitwould mostjgachev Y.K., Chebrikov V.M., Scherbitsky

According to specialists, Sakharov couldikely be better to do this after the visits. V.V., Dolgikh V.., Yeltsin B. N., Soloviev Y. F.,
continue to work in military research if he would KAPITONOV: If we let Bonner out, then Tajyzin N.V., Biryukov A. P., Dobrynin A.F.,
be given a laboratory. Bonner has a stronthe story will drag out. She will have a case t@jmyanin M.V., Razymovsky G.P., Yakovlev
influence on Sakharov’'s behavior. unify with her family. A.N., Kapitonov L.V.

GORBACHEV: Now there’s real Zionism. GORBACHEV: Maybe we will do this:

CHEBRIKOV: Bonner has a 100 percentconfirm that we have received the letter, and say,
influence over him. We believe that without hethat we have attended to the matter and giventhe GORBACHEV: | asked Victor Mikhail-
his behavior will change. He has two daughterappropriate assignments. We have to let it kgjich [Chebrikov] to tell us what kinds of people
and a son from his first marriage. They behavenown, say, that we can meet him halfway on higre serving their sentence for crimes, which west-
well and can influence their father. request to allow Bonner to leave, but everythingrn propaganda calls political.

GORBACHEV: Isit possible to do things in depends on how Sakharov will behave himself  cHEBRIKOV: According to our laws these
such away that Sakharov would state in his letteind on how Bonner will act abroad. For now itigrimes are especially dangerous state crimes. A

that he understands that he cannot go abroad?atss/isable to limit ourselves to this. total of 240 people have been brought to bear
it possible to convince him to make such a state- responsibility and are serving sentences for com-
ment? (Signed) A. Lukianov. mitting the aforementioned crimes. These indi-
CHEBRIKOV: We must resolve this ques- viduals are convicted of espionage, violating
tion right now. If we make this decision prior to ooy state borders, circulating hostile leaflets, hard
or even right after your meetings with Mitterrand currency counterfeiting, etc. Many of these indi-
and Reagan, itwill be seen as a concession, which - Gorbachev continued to move graduviduals made statements about their refusal to
is undesirable. ally toward a relaxation in persecution ofcontinue their hostile activity. They connecttheir
decisciﬁRBACHEV' Yes. We should make & itical dissidents. In this September 1986tatements with the political changes following
: excerpt, he receives a report from KGB chidfie April Plenum of the CC CPSU and the XXVII

ZIMYANIN: No doubt that Bonner will be . « arty Conference [on 25 February-6 March 1986].
used against us in the West. But the rebuff of h&hEbnkov that he had requeSted on Wha? It seems that we COUld, for a start, free one-

attempts to reunite with her family could bekinds of people are serving sentences for ¢, prison and later one-half of these
handed over to our scientists, who could make tigimes, which Western propaganda call§, yividuals. In this case only those persons who
appropriate statements. Comrade Slavsky is cgpelitical.” Obviously following Gorbachev’'s maintain hostile position"s,towards our state would
rect — we cannot let Sakharov go abroad. Angad, Chebrikov proposes to alleviate th@ontinue to serve their sentences.
you can'texpectany kind of decency from Bonnefprison sentences of two-thirds of the 240 GORBACHEV: It seems that one could
She’s a beast in a skirt, an imperialist plant. persons he lists under this category; but, isupport such a proposal.

GORBACHEV: What will hurt us more— o056 to a question from Gromyko, he  CHEBRIKOV: We will do this rationally.
to allow Bonner to go abroad or to forbid it? notes two cases where the guilty parties haf Order to assure that the aforementioned indi-

SHEVARDNADZE: Of course there are : iduals cease their hostile activity, they will be
serious doubts about allowing Bonner to g§iready received a sentence that could ndt iehed

abroad. But all the same we will win politically.be reduced—execution for espionage. SCHERBITSKY: How does one explain

We should make a decision now. the two cases Chebrikov mentioned, ong,,; reatively few individuals have borne crimi-
DOLGIKH: Is it possible to influence Sa- transliterated from the Russian asyaresponsibilty for committing especially dan-

kharov? Polishchuk, is not further identified; thegerous state crimes? Perestroika?
RYZHKOV: | am for allowing Bonner to other refers to Adolf G. Tolkachev, a Soviet CHEBRIKOV: It can be explained by the
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preventative measures taken by organs of tigharges in New York City and Moscow of, * ok Kk k k%
KGB. Many individuals are noticed, soto Speal‘ﬁespectively, Soviet diplomat Gennadfc
as they approach that line beyond which lieggkharov and American journalist Nicholas Top Secret
criminally punishable activity. The organs ofthey 5 ijo#. the standoff threatened plans for a Working Notes
:;(;I?mand society are used in order to 'nﬂuenceplanned Gorpachev vi§itt0 the United Stgtes, Single Copy
GROMYKO: Which crimes are the most@"d requiredintense high-level negotiations 1\ oF poLITBURO OF CPSU
dangerous and what kind of punishment is metdgtween U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz 22 October 1986
out with them? and Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard
CHEBRIKOV: Espionage. Punishment isShevardnadze to find a face-saving resol@hair: Com. GORBACHEV. M.S.
either execution or 15 years in prison. tion involving the release from prison andPresent: Comrades Aliev, G.A., Gromyko A.A.,

Polishchuk has been shot for espionaggmmediate expulsion of both men, as well a&ikov L.N., Ligachev Y.K., Ryzhkov N.I,
Yesterday Tolkachev's sentence was implehe release of imprisoned Soviet disside®olomentsev  M.S., Cherbikov V.M.,
mented. Yuri Orlov. While this hurdle had beenShevardnadze E.A., Dolgikh V.I., Yeltsin B. N.,

GORBACHEV: American intelligence was overcome, allowing the hastily-arrangedTalyZin N.V., Biryukov A. P., Dobrynin A.F.,

very generous with him. They found 2 million . Zimyanin M.V., Medvedev V.A., Pazymovsky
rubles on him. Reykjavik rendezvous to take place, th&.P.,Yakovlev AN., Kapitonov 1.V.

CHEBRIKOV: This agent gave very im- SUMmit's aftermath had seen a re-escalation

portant military-technical secrets to the enemyof the espionage and propaganda battle: ifjf concerning the deportation of Soviet colleagues
GORBACHEV: Let's come to an under-addition to 25 Soviets affiliated with thefrom the United States.

standing that we agree with Comrade ChebrikovdSSR UN Mission in New York who had GORBACHEV: We need to exchange opin-

ideas. Let the KGB draw up proposals in thgeen booted from the country on Septembi@ns concerning measures in connection with the

established manner. 17, provoking Moscow to expel five U.Shew hostile action by the USA administration.
MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO: We diplomats, in mid-October Washington kicked he development of events after Reykjavik shows

agree. out more 55 Soviet diplomats. that our “friends” in the USA don’t have any

Such actions angered Gorbachev—anﬁlﬁns”uc“ve program and are doing everything to

) . lame the atmosphere. In addition to this they
at this meeting, on October 22, he ordered Bre acting very rudely and are behaving like

retaliation the removal of 250 Soviets workygngits.

The following Politburo excerpt revealsing in service positions at the U.S. Embassy SOLOMENTSEV: Yes, they are acting like
the undercurrent of bitterness and mutua{P Moscow—nbut so too did he deeply resemiandits from the big road [from Russian folk-
recrimination in U.S.-Soviet relations foI-What, 'he _V'eWEd as the Reagarore]. . e i -
lowing the failure of the high-stakes, highAdministration’s adamant refusal to ac- GORBACHEV: It's impossible to expect
drama Reagan-Gorbachev summit rheetirgﬂovwedge the great concessions that t@y constructive actions or suggestlons from the

( eal Vi nion h Ir m Revki V”y.s. administration. In this extremely complex
in Reykjavik, Iceland, on 11-12 October’® etUnion had already made at Reykja ituation we need to win some propaganda points,

1986. Although the two leaders had com@' 10 advance any constructive armsicontr 1o continue to carry out offensive explanatory
close—shockingly close, to many—tBrOpOS"’lIS ofthelrown'. Some of Washington\g, . oriented towards American and all interna-
achieving a stunning breakthrough towar(fx)nd,m_:t cogld’be written off to the Reagaﬂona| society. Washington politicians are afraid
massive cuts in strategic nuclear Weaponédmlnlstratlon s desire to blame everythingf this. For three days materials featuring my
or even a pact to abolish nuclear weapongn Mgscow, espemally with mid-term Conspeech at the Reykjavik press conference and
altogether, the deal fell apart due todressional elections only Wegks off. But thg(ppearances on Soviet television have been de-
Reagan’s insistence on preserving the righf@S N0 reason for the Kremlin to excuse itayed at customs.

- . wasand in this private forum Gorbachev vented ~ YAKOVLEV: Comrade Bugaev called me
to continue the development of his “Staf p“our‘friends’ in the USA” and @nd said that this material is still held up at

Wars,” program, which the Soviets considhIS Ire about. o American customs.

ered a blatant violation of the 1972 ABM)EXPressed his determination to take aggres=""c g ciEy: We need to continue to put

Treaty. The collapse of the agreement ovale Counter-m(?asures n blunter IanguagBressure on the American administration, ex-

such a narrow point, though disappointin han he would in a te|e\{|59d speech to tr}:ﬁaining our positions to the population and show-

and frustrating, was not in itself enough t oviet peop!e thatsame nlgh'F—When he SPQK@ that the American side is responsible for the
not of the “lies” of the Americans but their breakdown in the agreement over the questions of

inspire the anger which animated the Polit="" . ; A
. ; . . “distortions” of what had taken place at reduction and liquidation of nuclear weapons.
buro discussion below—indeed, in retro- . i : )
o : - Reykavik. The emotional atmosphere of the Lately, Reagan and his staff haven't found
spect it I.ald the basis for considerabl Politburo session only reminds us of hov@nything better to do than commit another hostile
progress in the years which followed. y

: : emarkable would be the transformation iffSt — deport 55 Soviet diplomats. Five of our
But at the time, the failure to come tJhe U.S-Soviet relationship in the remainingTicials have been declared persona non-grata,
terms at Hofdi House was accompanied ' s P s they explain in Washington, in response to our
o years of Reagan’s second term (as bo

a series of additional events which furthe - > portation of 5 American diplomats, and 50 are
soured the atmosphere of superpower rel4'€ @nd Gorbachev looked to foreign achieveseing removed under the guise of establishing
tions. The weeks immediately prior to thgrents to muffle dpmeshc criticism), not onlgqual numbers of American and Soviet diplo-
Iceland meeting had seen tit-for-tat stin n substance butin atmosphere and personalatic representatives.

; : ; ust. Translation by Loren Utkin. We cannot let this hostile action go unan-
operations leading to arrests on espionag swered. We should not exclude the most decisive

(signed) A. Lukianov.

* * * * * *
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measures. Americans are making threats aetections. It should be emphasized in our docu- RYZHKOV: Correct.
claiming that if we take retaliatory measuresment that if the Americans will take retaliatory GORBACHEV: No new suggestions will
then they will take further steps towards oumeasures in response to our actions, we will dgppear in the speech. Therefore itis unnecessary

diplomatic personnel in the United States. Welthe same. to circulate the text of the speech. In the frame of
I think that given the limited character of Soviet- GORBACHEYV: Do my comrades have anythe position which was formulated it should be
American relations, our embassy in the USA wildoubts about these proposals? shown that the USA administration bears full
be able to handle its assignments. MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO: No. responsibility for the failure of the agreement at

It is essential to come up with serious pro- DOBRYNIN: It would be advisable to Reykjavik and engages in underhanded activity
posals. What specifically should we do? Waeapply these measures to the consulates in Ki@v order to misrepresent facts and mislead soci-
should remove our people who work as servicand New York. ety. It could be said that the development of
personnel in the American Embassy. Further- GROMYKO: Perhaps their opening shouldevents after Reykjavik shows the inability of
more, the number of American representativesot be rushed in this situation. There is no reas@®eagan to handle his gang.

visiting the USA Embassy Moscow on businest do it now. GROMYKO: This could be said, but in a
should be limited. Annually about 500 American GORBACHEV: This question should beform which does not fence off Reagan himself.
citizens come here via this channel. Finally, thdefinitively decided. In terms of our overall GORBACHEV: Yes. Reagan appears as a

number of guests visiting the American ambassatance, we have to act calmly but decisively. Thigr. The appropriate formulation should be found.
dor in Moscow, which reaches up to 200 persoris important not only from the point of view of Do you comrades have any other sugges-
annually, should be determined on the basis &oviet-American Relations, but international retions?

equality. Our people rarely take business trips dations as well. If they are talking with the Soviet = MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO: No.
visit our ambassador. Itis essential that such trifinion in such a manner, one can imagine how The resolution is accepted.

take place on an equal basis in the future. they will act with other countries.

In general, this confirmed what | said to the | had a conversation with Nikolai Ivanovich2. Concerning activities in connection with the
President of the United States in Reykjavik, thgdRyzhkov]. We should refrain from purchasingdeath of S[amora]. Machel, President of the
the normalization of Soviet-American relationscorn from the Americans for now. People’s Republic of Mozambique
is the business of future generations. GROMYKO: Perhaps we shouldn't an- GORBACHEV: We need to make a deci-

SHEVARDNADZE: Our personnel in the nounce this outright, but realize it de facto.  sion about measures in connection with the death
embassy in the United States numbers 43, while SOLOMENTSEV: The statistics Comradeof Machel. Comrade Aliev will fly to Mozambique
the consulate in San Francisco has 25 worketShevardnadze was talking about should be itemorrow. The last report of our pilot was: “We
There are 229 people in the USA Embassy iduded in our document. have been shot down.”

Moscow and 25 in the Leningrad Consulate. DOBRYNIN: The American actions to- ALIEV: He [the pilot] is now in the South

Besides that, the Americans have over 250 of oward our military attache are unprecedented. African Republic.

citizens working in service positions. We can GORBACHEV: We should deport all GROMYKO: All measures should be taken

have them removed. This will surely hinder théAmerican military personnel. e ————— cd

activity of the American representatives. Interms  CHEBRIKOV: We have another possibleCross.

of business travel, about 500 people make busieurse of action which can be employed if neces- CWIHF_) CONFERENCE

ness trips to the American Embassy annuallgary. As | already reported to the Politburo, w ’contmued from page 49

We, in contrast, hardly ever make use of thesdiscovered many eavesdropping devices in o romrades! : Letters from East German Old Com-
, ) y y pping ; ; "

. o . . . munists on the Field Case”; Arnd Bauerkamper

types of trips to the USA. Therefore, a principleffices in the USA. This fact should be madzBFSP) “Pressure from Above—Mobilization from

of reciprocity should be imposed. The Ameripublic in order to expose American espionag ! . . .

cans will lose more than we will. We also do noand a press conference should be called with elov’\!_. Lan_d Refgrm |n.the SOV'Et. Oc%upanon

make use of private invitations from the Ambasdemonstration of American espionage’s eave one”; Patrick Major (Univ. of Warwick), “Com-

- . . . munism on the Rhine"?: the Expansion and Con-
sador. Up to 180 people visit the Americardropping devices. tainment of German Communism beyond the

Ambassador every year. GROMYKO: How many eavesdropping "
DOBRYNIN: Andthe Ambassador doesn’tdevices were found in their offices? SBZ/DDR, 1945-1956 .
even know many of these “guests” personally. CHEBRIKOV: One. The numbers are in Reports _on the conference 'n German
SHEVARDNADZE: There are 14 people our favor—1 to 150. publications includéieue Ruhr Zeitun@9
from Finland working in the American Embassy =~ GORBACHEV: This should be empha-June 1994Die Welt 2 July 1994, Wolfram
in Moscow as service personnel. We have tsized. Kaiser, “Die Sowjetische Deutschlandpolitik
demand their departure as well as the 8 American SHEVARDNADZE: When should our an- im Kalten Krieg—Neue Ergebnisse der
diplomats suspected of some illegal activity. Waouncement be promulgated? internationalen ForschungPA 9 (Sept.

also have to take adequate measures against the GORBACHEV: As soon as it is ready. 1994), 983-5; and Jiirgen Reuter, “Archive
American military attache. The result is that weé\fter we look it over, it should be transmittedundjungere Forschungen zur Frithgeschichte
will end up with an equal number of employees—ever the radio and television and published in th\(/eon SBZ und DDR,ZfG 10 (1994), 929-32
251 in the embassies and 25 in the consulatespress. ' ) ! ’
The fact that the quota for our officials was ~ MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO: we  Recent CWIHP working papers have
320 people reveals the provocative character afjree. featured Norman Naimark's report on the
actions of the American administration. Wehave ~GORBACHEV: | was intending to have acreation of the Stasi #10) and Christian
never filled our quota. press conference and show where the Americaf¥stermann’s analysis of U.S.-East German
GORBACHEYV: All this should be written are leading things after Reykjavik. To exposénteractions following the June 1953 GDR
down with appropriate arguments and preparetieir lies and underhanded actions. But, nowis ajprising (#11). More findings from the East
in a powerful political document. inappropriate time. Itwould probably be bettertgsarman archives will appear in future
SHEVARDNADZE: The USA administra- appear ontelevision and communicate these faWIHP Bulletinsand Working Papers.
tion needed a new aggressive action prior to thie our people, rather than at a press conference.
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RUSSIAN ARCHIVES REVIEW the Soviet invasions of those countries in 1956 |awed, fell outside all currently valid laws.
_ and 1968, respectively), Poland (about Soviet The collection of original documentation of

by Jim Hershberg policy on the 1980-81 crisis), and South Korea the country’s ruling state-political organ,

(about Moscow’s role in the Korean War and the which was the focus of the main organizing

_Scholars_ con(_:iuctlng research in Rus&a&owning of Korean Airlines flight 007). ideas, drafts, and decisions which deter-
archives dealing with the Cold War over the past  1gge actions have undoubtedly contributed mined over seventy years the life of the
year (since late 1993) continued to report g ye pistorical record, but have also drawn alle- people and the world, has been desiccated
mixture of positive and negative experiencegyaiions of politicization and favoritism. The and held in isolation from scholarship.

with signs of progress mingled with many persisgig te was long mostly limited toscholarly circles,  |ps regrettable that this has all been done
tent frustrations. N W_hlle individual a_ccountsDut burst into public view in July 1994 when an  in the name of the President, in his domain.
ranged from exhiliration to exasperation, ang,yegtiaarticle criticized APRF practicés Cit- and with his help. One wants to believe that

often encompassed both emotions, reports fromg the examples of new journals which had

Cold War historians visiting Moscowarchlve_5| ublished APRF materials without appropriate informed.

the summer and autumn of 1994 sounded slightlfyrtions, journalist Ella Maksimova complained  The article provoked an uproar, to judge
more upbeat, notwithstanding continuing Woeg, oy gespite promised reforms, “the Presidentiatom subsequent comments by Russian scholars
over photocopying, fees, access to documenigehive (the former Politburo Archive) works and archivists. Scholars named in the article as
and finding aids, and declassification delay$ o qing to the same super-secret regime, inaeceiving privileged access denied any impropri-
Altho_ugh grave financial troubles stemming fromessible to the mass of researchers [and] even[ita];5 The issues raised in the article were, for the
inflation and reduced state budgets continue {g,ry existence...is not advertised.” most part, not new, since scholars, journalists
plague all archlvgs, their dealings with research- 1oy simova wrote thatin 1992 ROSkomarkhiVarchivists,’ and othérs had clamored for quicker,
ers may be growing more connected to laws anflo,, Rosarkhiv) chairman R. G. Pikhoia, head ofnd fuller access to the APRF almost from the
regulations rather than to shifts in personalitiee pyesidential Administration S.A. Filatov,moment the collection’s existence became known.
or political trends. m particular, time seems t(\’/olkogonov, and APRF director A.V. Korotkov Still, the ensuing controversy helped prompt a
have thawed the chill that descended in early, 0516 to veltsin to transfer to state archivesconsideration of the APRE's status that re-
1993 aftera controversy erupted over the discoy; o0 of the rumored 100-150,000 files in theulted, in September, in a presidential decree
ery of a document in the former CPSU CGypRF “thus removing grounds for political SpecUrequiring the transfer of APRF materials to state
archives suggesting that North Vietnam heldo, connected with the preservation of historiarchives in 1994-95 and established a new com-
hundreds more U.S. POWS.‘ In 19.72 than it theébl materials in archives which are closed tenission to declassify CPSU documents (see be-
acknowledged In conversations with the authory o5 chers.” Yeltsin reportedly responded: low). Both archivists and researchers greeted the
during a trip to Moscow in September 1994, agree. Please carry out the necessarymove as potentially a significant step forward.
neither Russian archivists nor scholars men- o | the President had limited himself to While the flap over the Presidential Archive
tioned the controversy—which led to a tempo- ;¢ resojution, it would have been possible to gathered the most press in Moscow, among Rus-
rary clampdown onresearch inthe former CPSU 1,6 that everything, little by little, would  sian archives of interest to Cold War historians
CC archives—for the first time in over a year of gradually be returned to society. However, perhaps the most systematic effort to expand

repeated visits. on the list offondy alongside No. 1 (Party access has been made by Archive of Foreign

Major complaints persist, however, over congresses, 1947-1986) and No. 2 (Plenumspglicy of the Russian Federation (AVP RF).

access to documents in the so-called PreS|dent|anf the CC VPK (b) and the CC CPSU 1941- Thanks in large measure to a declassification

or Kremlin Archive, the collection of sensitive 1990) a decisive “No” was printed in that program initiated in cooperation with an interna-
mate_rlals known off|C|aI_Iy as the Arc_hlve ofthe ¢ame presidential hand. tional advisory group organized by the Norwe-
President of the Russian Federation (APRF). " pather than blaming Yeltsin, Maksimovagian Nobel Institute in OslBdeclassification of
This archive passed from Mikhail Gorbachev'smised that someone had stood at his “elbopireign Ministry (MID) holdings for the years
personal control to Boris Yeltsin's after the, ispering that it's dangerous, it's notworthit.” 1917-27 and 1945-55 should have concluded by
USSR'’s collapse in 1991. Since then, Russiq)aysimova said access to the APRF currentigeptember 1994. Much of this work has been
archival offn_malsf have rept_eatedlyvowed to tra_”sdepended on users’ “presence in the Presidentisne on schedule and, as reported previously
fer APRF historical materials to more accessiblgjcje * their political weight and connections,”MID has also opened a new reading room. How-
repositories under the authority of the Russiaghq noted that the APRF had been excluded frogyer 4 logjam emerged over the question of
State Archival Service (Rosarkhiv), such as thg presidential order mandating that most Stat%cléssifying the large number of deciphered
Center for the Storage of Contemporary DoCUsijstries, after periods of “temporary storage,telegrams; concerns were apparently expressed
mentation (TsKhSD), which holds post-1953 3ngfer their files to permanent state archivey Russian security officials, while foreign schol-
CPSU CC records, but, as only very limiteqypich are, the article said, “generally accessiblgrs contend that data pertl’;lining to codes from
transfers have taken place,the process has begy gpen to the public.” She concluded: those periods would be obsolete and non-sensi-
too slow to satisfy archivists and researchers. . There are in the world some confidential tive. or at any rate could be easily excied.

Instead, documents have emerged sporadi- . chives for use by a narrow circle, but they Some progress may have been made on this
cally from the APRF via ad hoc arrangements e private. A confidential state archive question and another sticking point, the availabil-
with particular journals or scholars, an_d in statg- violates a basic principle of democracy— ity of finding aids 6pis) in the AVP i?F reading
to-state gestures to enhance Russian foreigngee aecess to information. Itis a dangerous room, at an international advisory group meeting
policy. ‘Recent examples of these practices in- ;e qent, especially in the current situation, with MID officials Igor V. Lebedev and Igor V.
33&%&?& ”hee"; sti‘r;nprggg;i?igcggnn?i?slitcr)ln when, alas, not all of society is eager to dig Bukharkin in Cortona, Italy, on 22 September

) HTEE Y : ) itself out of the prison of lies of its 70-year 1994. Accordin reports from participan

on the decla_s sification of Russian a_lrchlves, yvho history. tegcghnical,ccr?o;j sgctjorit;pgotﬁce?ns Fe)\?et ?18\2 ttfwe
cited extensively from APRF materials to which The Presidential Archive remains an 0a- main obstacle to releasing deciphered telegrams
other scholars have not yet had acceasd s of the socialist system of information  from before and after the 1940s, and amechanism

presentations of APRF documents by Russian rivileges. The Party Archive. althouah out- . AV
officials to Hungary and Czechoslovakia (about P g y ' g was agreed upon to begin to mafiisi available

he’s done it unintentionally, and was ill-
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to researchers, who until now have had to makection with specific conferences or projectsEastern and Western archival figures, including
requeststo archive staff who then consulted intefhe files of the former KGB remain tightly con-U.S. Acting National Archivist Trudy Peterson,
nal finding aid$® Some possible progress wadrolled as well, with limited exceptions for fami- Rosarkhiv director R.G. Pikhoia, GARF director
also reported on the question of photocopyinlies of victims of repression and an agreemei8.V. Mironenko and Czech, Estonian, Polish,
fees and procedures, about which some scholarith Crown Books to publish a series of booksnd Ukrainian representatives;

have complained. Despite such apparently podiased on selected KGB documents. * a “Conference on Cold War Military
tive steps, however, it was uncertain whether the  Several recent U.S. initiatives to enhanc®ecords and History” for representatives of NATO
results to date were sufficient enable the internées with Russian archives should also be notednd Warsaw Pact countries, held on 21-26 March
tional advisory group to raise additional funds.In November 1994, CWIHP brought three Rusi994 near Washington, D.C.; the U.S. Army

Several AVP RF staff members have cresian archival leaders to the United States fda@enter of Military History, which organized the
ated an organization to assist researchers ameetings with scholars and archivists. The thremnference in cooperation with the Office of the
support the archive’s work. The Internationalvere Igor V. Lebedev, Director, Department oSecretary of Defense, intends to publish confer-
Diplomatic Archives Association, headed byHistory and Records, Ministry of Foreign Af-ence reports and to create a newslétter;
Bukharkin, was organized in 1993 to help refairs, Russian Federation; Sergei V. Mironenko, * a seminar on Soviet-Finnish Relations,
searchers, on a contractual basis, locate and silllirector, State Archive of the Russian Federat944-48, was held in Helsinki on 21-25 March
mit for declassification desired archival materition; and Natalia G. Tomilina, Director, Centerl994 organized by the Department of Political
als related to the history of Soviet foreign policyfor the Storage of Contemporay DocumentatiorHistory, University of Helsinki, in cooperation
and diplomacy. (Itshould be stressed thatitis n@heir program in Washington, D.C., includedwith the Institute of Universal History, Russian
necessary to be a member of the associationreetings at the Wilson Center and its KennafAicademy of Sciences, Moscadw;
conduct research at the archive.) The associatitwstitute for Advanced Russian Studies; Library ~ * on 29-31 March 1994, a conference on
also aids publication projects of MID materialspf Congress; National Archives | & II; National “The Establishment of Communist Regimes in
modernizing archive facilities, and involving re-Security Archive; historical offices of the CIA, Eastern Europe, 1945-1950: A Reassessment”
tired diplomats to expedite declassificatfon.  State Department, Office of the Secretary ofvas held in Moscow, sponsored by the Institute

At the State Archive of the Russian Federabefense, Holocaust Museum, and National Aiof Slavonic & Balkan Studies, Russian Academy
tion (GARF), headed by Sergei V. Mironenko& Space Museum; and the International Resf Sciences, Moscow; the American Council of
which contain records of many Soviet-era minissearch & Exchanges Board (IREX). CWIHPLearned Societies; the Social Science Research
tries, a project has been launched with the Unihen brought them to the 26th National Convercouncil; and IREXS
versity of Pittsburgh to publish detailed guides ttion of the American Association for the Ad- * a conference on “Czechoslovakia and the
document collections of interest to Cold Wawancement of Slavic Studies (AAASS) in PhilaWorld, 1968: The New Archival Evidence” was
historians. The Russian Publications Project'delphia, where the project organized a roundield in Prague, 18-20 April 1994, co-sponsored
Russian Archive Series includes guides to “speable on “Researching the Cold War in Moscowby the Prague Spring 1968 Foundation, the Na-
cial files” (osoboye papkiof the Interior Minis- A Dialogue with Russian Archival LeaderS.” tional Security Archive, and CWIHP;
try and secret police, beginning with V.A. Kozlov In Philadelphia, the archivists met with a * on 6-9 May 1994, Brown University’'s
and S.V. Mironenko, eds'Special Files” for new AAASS/American Historical Association Center for Foreign Policy Development held a
I.V. Stalin: Materials of the Secretariat of theTask Force on the Russian and East Europeaanferenceinvolving ex-officials of the Brezhnev
NKVD-MVD of the USSR, 1944-19B8chive of Archives. Its members are Norman Naimarland Carter administrations at the Musgrove Pla-
Contemporary Russian Histgmyol. 1 (Moscow: (Stanford U., AAASS coordinator); William G. nation, St. Simons Island, Georgia, one of a series
Blagovest, 1993). Projected volumes are: vol. Rosenberg (Univ. of Michigan, AHA coordina- of planned meetings on the collapse of deténte in
Molotov’s “Special Files,” 1944-1955vol. 3, tor); William Taubman (Amherst C.); Kathrynthe late 1970s (the Carter-Brezhnev project is
Khrushchev's “Special Files,” 1944-5%0l. 4, Weathersby (Florida State U.); Donald J. Raleigtvorking with MID and TsKhSD, as well as U.S.
Malenkov's “Special Files,” 1944-55vol. 5, (U.ofNorth Carolina); Gregory Freeze (Brandeigiovernment agencies, to expedite declassifica-
Beria’s “Special Files,” 1944-53vol. 6, Guide U.); and David Ransel (Indiana U.) The groupion of relevant U.S. and Soviet documenits);
to Correspondence between the Ministry of Inteprepared a draft report on the situation of the * on September 23-24, in Cortona, Italy, a
nal Affairs and the Foreign Ministry, 1944-59.Russian and East European archives, examiniegnference on “The Soviet Union and Europe in
The project has also published a guide to holdingke possibility of a “general statement of policieshe Cold War (1943-1953)" took place, spon-
of the Russian Center for the Preservation arah ... the appropriate use of and access to aored by the Institute of Universal History, Mos-
Study of Documents of Contemporary Historychives”; exploring ways AAASS and AHA might cow, the Feltrinelli Foundation in Milan, and the
(RTsKhIDNI), which contains CC CPSU files upassist archives in the area; and considering waggamsci Foundation Institute in Rorife;
t01952: J. Arch Getty and V.P. Kozlov, ed$ie  to improve coordination among various relevant  *on 27-29 September 1994, a conference on
State Archival Service of the Russian Federatiomrojects, scholars, and institutio¥is. “The Caribbean Crisis in the Documents in the
Russian Center for Preservation and Study of Meanwhile, Russian and East-bloc archiveérchival Fonds of Russia, the United States, and
Documents of Contemporary History (formerlyand archival materials on Cold War topics weréhe Republic of Cuba: Analysis, Outcomes, Les-
the Central Party Archive): A Research Guidediscussed at various other conferences held ov&ns” was organized in Moscow by Rosarkhiv
(Moscow: Blagovest, 1993}. the past year, including: and the U.S. Naval Acaderdy.

A more problematic situation persists re-  * a conference on “Archives and Research  * on 26-30 September 1994, a seminar on
garding access to Cold War-era Soviet militaryn Russia and Eastern Europe,” in Aero, Denarchival issues was held in Moscow at the His-
documents, although in March 1994 Russiamark, on 3-6 December 1993; organized by #orical Archives Institute, Russian Humanities
Defense Ministry officials participated in a Pentesearch network based at Odense University akbhiversity, with visiting archivists from the
tagon-sponsored conference on declassifyirthe University of Copenhagen, the meeting heai8lentley Historical Library, University of Michi-
NATO and Warsaw Pact Cold War records, anteports by Russian and East European archigan and support from IREX; CWIHP organized a
some Soviet General Staff files on the Koreaadministrators and scholarly uséts; session on declassifying Cold War materials.
War, Berlin and Cuban Missile Crises, and other * a “Conference on Access to Archives” in Other noteworthy developments concern-
Cold War events have been declassified in comellagio, Italy, on 28 Feb.-Mar. 3 1994 gathereihg Cold War-related Russian archives included:
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* the appointment of N. G. Tomilina as6. Organizers of the international advisory group are @openhagen S, Denmark; tel.: +4535 328-520/1; fax:
director, rather than acting director, of TskhSDA. Westad (Norwegian Nobel Inst.) and S. G. Holtsmark 4535 328-532. Contact Prof. Bent Jensen, Odense U.

* the continuation of the “Archives of the I o o8 Hetem (Cambridgitermational Divison, U.S. Ay Conter of Miliary
SQVIet. Cor.nm.umSt. Party and State” project t .); G.N. Sevast'yanov (Russian Academy of Sciencesbjistory; 1099 14th St. NW; Washington, D.C. 20005-

microfilm finding aids and selected documern%md G. Wettig (Federal Institute for Russian, East Eur402; tel.: 202/504-5368; fax: 202/504-5443.
from GARF, RTsKhIDNI, and TsKhSD, under-pean and International Studies, Cologne). 15. A conference volume containing English-language
taken by the Russian State Archives Service and see Viadimir V. Sokolov and Sven G. Holtsmarkyersions of the papers, many of them based on Russian
the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution andNote on the Foreign Policy Archive of the Russianarchival sources, has been published: Jukka Nevakivi,
Peace; according to Chadwyck-Healey, thBederation,” Cold War International History Project ed., Finnish-Soviet Relations 1944-1948ielsinki:
project’s distributor, a catalogue listing the firsBulletin 3 (Fall 1993), 26, 52. ~ Department of Political History, Univ. _qf Hel_sinki,
1,000 reels of microfiim is now availabie; 2 20 oa0y RO et MID hopes GPL 54 (Snelmaninkatu 14A): 00014 Univ. of Helanes
* . . -Philadelphia in November al opes nellmaninkatu ; niv. of Helsinki;

. Yale pnlver3|ty Press has sFarted a pUbII;-Jublish an extensive guide to the archives within twéinland; fax: 358-0-191 8942.
F:atlons seriesinnals of Communlgr‘rp)resent- years; meanwhile, researchers may consult a list @6. Contact Dr. Leonid Gibianski, Inst. of Slavonic &
ing documents from several Russian archi¥est,qy in the MID reading room, and, under the Corton®alkan Studies, Moscow, fax: (7-095) 938-2288; or
*RTsKhIDNI and the Dutch company IDC agreement, may pay 50 cents per page to copy findimyof. Norman Naimark, History Dept., Stanford U.,

have launched a project to microfilm theaids, which will then be generally available in theStanford, CA 94305-2024.

Comintern Archive and make the collection availreading room, to specific collections. 17. Contact Malcolm Byrne, National Security Archive,
able on microfiche by 199%; 9. For further information contact Igor V. Bukharkin, 1755 Mass. Ave. NW, Washington, D.C. 20036; tel.:

* RTsKhIDNI and the Feltrinelli Founda- Peputy Director, Department of History and Records(202) 797-0882; fax: (202) 387-6315.

: : : ._Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Russian Federation; 1618. Contact James G. Blight, Center for Foreign Policy
tion (Milan) have_ cooperated to publish the mlr_léogolesvskiy bul., Moscow 121019, Russia; tel: (095Pevelopment, Thomas J. Watson Institute for Interna-
utes of the Cominform Conferences, 194749;, 11 4 1. (095) 925.26-67; fax: (095) 244-51-06tional Studies, Brown Univ., Box 1948, Two Stimson

*Raymond L. Garthoff (Brookings Institu- gank account: 000070265/ 001073048, InkombankAve., Providence, RI 02912; fax: (401) 863-7440.
tion) has published two works that, collectivelymoscow, branch “Triumphalny”; (S.W.I.F.T. BIG: 19. ContactProf. Francesca Gori, Fondazione Feltrinell,

constitute a major effort to integrate severdNCOMRUMM)via Account/890-0056-096 withBank Via Romagnosi 3, Milan, Italy 20121, fax: 39/2/
years of recent disclosures from Russian sourceNew York, USA N 890-0056-096. 86461855; or Academician A.O. Chubarian, Inst. for
and archives into almost three decades of Col@- Contact: Russian Publications Project; Center fddniversal History, Russian Academy of Sciences,
War history: a revised edition detente and Russ_ian&East E_uropean Studies--4G12 FQ;Universityloscow, Russia, fax:_ (7-095) 938-2288.

of Pittsburgh; Pittsburgh, PA 15260; fax: 412/64820. Contact Rosarkhiv or Prof. Robert W. Love, U.S.
. . _legQ; tel: 412/648-7403/7. Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD, fax: (410) 267-2256..
leon to Reaga“a”d T_he Great Transition: 11. Profs. W. Taubman (AmherstC.) and K. Weathersi®1. Contact: Chadwyck-Healey Ltd.; The Quorum;
American-Soviet R_elat'o'_"s and the End _Of thglorida State U.) also participated in the roundtableBarnwell Road; Cambridge CBS 8SW: UK; tel: 0223
Cold War, both published in 1994 by Brookings;cwiHP also organized the following sessions at th@15512; fax: 0223 215514; in USA/Canada: Chadwyck-

*with the closure of the Radio Free Europel1993 annual AAASS meeting: Healey Inc.; 1101 King Street; Alexandria, VA 22314;

Radio Liberty headquarters in Munich due to * Roundtable, “Researching Cold War History intel: 703 683-4890, 800 752 0515; fax: 703 683-7589.
U.S. government budget cuts, operations afoviet-bloc Archives: Initial Findings and Method-22. Two volumes are planned for 1995: Harvey Klehr,
being moved and reorganized ona semi_priva%()gical Cha”enge_s-" Participants: J. Her_ShbeW]lohn Earl Haynes, and Fr‘idrikh Igorevic_h Firsov, eds.,
basis via the U.S. Board for International Broagwmp); Hope Harrison (Harvard [now Brandeis] U.), The Secret World of American Communiand Lars T.

Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations fro

. . . . ark Kramer (Brown and Harvard Univs.), VladislavLih and Oleg V. Naumov, edsStalin’s Letters to
casting qnd the Qpen S.OCIety Instltgte, the RFlg ~7,bok (Kennan Institute for Advanced Russianviolotov, 1925-1936subjects of future projected vol-
RL historical archives will be located in Budapestgyygies [now National Security Archive], Normanymes include the Katyn Massacre, Georgi Dimitrov's
while contemporary mater'als and activities willNaimark (Stanford U.), David Wolff (Princeton U.); fetters to Stalin (1934-45) and diary (1933-49), the
be centered at OMRI in Prague; tREE/RL * Panel, “Nikita Khrushchev, Soviet Foreign GULAG (1920-89), andnti-Government Opposition
Research Reporhas discontinued publication, Policy, and the Berlin Crisis, 1958-1962" Chair: Jynder Khrushchev and Brezhné&ontact: Yale Uni-
but OMRI plans in January 1995 to begin a newershberg (CWIHP); Papers: H. Harrison (now Brandeige sity press; PO Box 209040; New Haven, CT 06520-
weekly journalSocieties in Transitior U) Khrushchev, Ulbrict, and th_e"Berlln Crisis: New g040: tel: 1-800-YUP-READ: fax: 203/432-0948.
Evidence from Moscow and Berlin”; V. Zubok (NSA), 23 Contact: IDC bv; P.O. Box 11205; 2301 EE Leiden;
1. See Mark Kramer, “Archival Research in Moscow!Khrushchev, Berlin, and the West: New Evidence fromrhe Netherlands: fax: 31-71-13 17 21; bankers: ABN-
Progress and PitfallsCold War International History Soviet Archives”; Commentators: William Taubmanamro, Leiden, The Netherlands, account no. 566 314
Proect Bulletin3 (Fall 1993), 1, 18-39. (Amherst C.), Hannes Adomeit (Fletcher School of Lavgg7/SWIFT no. ABN ANL 2A. IDC also markets a
2. Dmitri Volkogonov)-enin: A New BiographNew ~ and Diplomacy, Tufts U.); microfiche set of finding aids to archives and manu-
York: Free Press, 1994). A longer Russian versionwas ~ * Panel, “Cold War Soviet Foreign Policy Revis- sript collections in Russia, Baltic Republics, Ukraine,
published. The U.S. edition includes a statement (jied: New Evidence from Soviet, East European anfle|orussia, and Moldovia, edited by Dr. Patricia
xxv) by editor Harold Shukman that, “Subject to theChinese Archives™ Chair: H. Adomeit (Fletcher Schook ennedy Grimsted; a microfiche documentary collec-
rules and regulations of the Russian Archive Commi®fLaw and Diplomacy, Tufts U.); Papers: K. Weathersbyisy onAnti-Semitism and nationalism at the end of the
sion (Rosarkhiv), all the documents cited in this bookFlorida State U.), “The Soviet Role in the Outbreak o&qyiet Era prepared by the Institute of Humanitarian
can be seen at the various locations indicated. Docifie Korean War”; M. Kramer (Brown and Harvard U.),pglitical Research and “Memorial” (Moscow), and the
ments from the Archives of the President of the RugSoviet Intervention in Hungary, 1956"; Stevengecond World Center and International Institute of
sian Federation (APRF) have been transferred from tigoldstein (Smith Coll.), “Khrushchev and Mao: Newsqcial History (Amsterdam); and other microfiche col-
Kremlin to the archives of the former Central CommitRevelations from China.” lections of Soviet-bloc materials.
tee (RTsKhIDNI) and TsKhSD).” 12. See the announcement printed in the October 1994 . procacci, G. Adibekov, A. Di Biagio, L.
3. TheCWIHP Bulletinplans to include reports on AHA Newsletter Perspectives)p. 27. Gibianskii, F. Gori, and S. Pons, edSHE
some of these materials in its next issue. 13. Conference papers were published by The ReseaigtyMFINFORM: Minutes of the Three Conferences
4. EllaMaksimova, “Merchants of Sensations from théletwork: Change and Continuity in Russia, the Baltig 947/1948/1949“Annali” of the Feltrinelli Founda-
Presidential Archive,lzvestiyal31 (13 July 1994). States and Eastern Europe, Dept. of Slavonic Studiggyn, 1994, vol., XXX. Orders: Feltrinelli Editore,
Quotations in this article are from an unofficial rans©Odense U.; Campusvej 55; DK-5230 Odense M; Denggficio Commerciale, Via Andegari 6, 20121 Milano,
lation by Mark H. Doctoroff. mark; tel.: +45 66 158600, ext. 3388/ 3416; fax: +45 Bﬁaly; fax: 02/72001064.
5. See letters fromVolkogonov and Stephen Cohekb7892; e-mail: kul@hist.ou.dk; or: Inst. of East Euroos, contact Open Media Research Inst.; Motokov Build-
(Princeton Univ.) inizvestia July 19, August 17, 1994. pean Studies, U. of Copenhagen, Njalsgade 78, 3.; 230)- Na Strzi 63; 14062 Prague 4; Czech Republic.
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Yeltsin’s Directive on Declassification 1) the transfer applies only to “documentsRussia, the Foreign Intelligence Service of Russia,
from the former archive of the CPSU CC Polit- the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia, and the

Translated and Introduced byMark Kramer 14 » impiying that key non-Politburo docu- State Archival Service of Russia are assigned the

ments in the APRF, including the personal filestask of working out procedures for the declassifica-

. . . . of top Soviet officials, will not be turned over to tion of documents in closed collections of the state
by Russian President Boris Yeltsin on 22 SepRosarkhiv. If so. these documents will not bedrchives, the document storage centers, and depart-

tember 1994, was published Rossiiskaya - iy ental archives, and for the extension of the periods
Gazeta 27 September 1994, p. 4. The Ianguagé”bJeCt to the provisions of the 22 Septembeg; their secret storage.

in the directive is unusually turgid and aWkward"(‘jIrC)ecfur\r/%nvtV:tlg?aazp(:l)é r(ljtglr){st’(’)ar?:ja}c?ear;:]tlr\;eesrl’tal 4. The federal organs of state authority, whose
even by the standards of government decree u 9 > pa directors are empowered to render information as
Hence, the translation is necessarily cumbersonfd chives.” The APRF hasiits own special statug;, e secrets are to:
as well. For the sake of clarity, abbreviationsunder the Russian Pres_ldents direct control. review, by the end of 1994, the archival docu-
used in the directive other than “Rosarkhiv’ have ~ 2) thf transfer applies "only.to. documentSyents created in or before 1963 that are stored in
been provided in full. created “in or before 1963.” This implies that their archives and the archival departments of their
The directive is intended to expedite thedocuments dating from 1964 and later, asidgnstitutions, organizations, and enterprises, with an
declassification of Soviet-era documents ugfom those declassified for political reasons,eye to determining the basis for their classification
; ; and whether this corresponds to the degree of se-
through 1963. Although Points 1 and 2 WhIChW|II be released in the future only if there is and whether thi d he d f
establish a declassification commission 'pertaiﬁnother Presidential directive. Itis unfortunatecrecy established earlier;
Pointdhat the 30-year rule, itself a relic of the Cold organize in a prescribed manner the prompttrans-
3 and 4 make clear that the directive is alsgVar that deserves to be reexamined and pargdr of documents, after their period of departmental
supposed to cover documents created by Sovi@t%k' has been so firmly enshrined (both hergtorage has expired, to the state archives and the
state organs, including items preserved in th@nd elsewhere) in Russian archival policy. document storage centers; and ;
Russian Foreign Ministry (MID) archives, the 3 thedirectivedoesnotpromisethat records €xamine the question about delegating powers to
o ) 9 Yy 3 t f df he APRFtoR Kkhiv will b the directors of state archives and the directors of
military archives, and the former KGB archives. transterred fromthe to Rosarkhiv willbe i
Yy , ; ocument storage centers to declassify documents
The KGB has now been split nd renamed®ny more accessible than at present. Althoug i
(The as now been split up and rénamead; ~ . -~ = T , - “located in the storage areas and closed fonds of these
The Foreign Intelligence Service handles foreigﬁhe directive implies that transferred files will

.archives and centers.
intelligence, formerly the province of the First

This directive (tasporyazhenid, issued

only to “documents created by the CPSU,”

be subject to expedited declassification, that is 5. Inthe course of 1994-1995, the Administration

Chief Directorate of the KGB; and the FederalOt SPelled out e_x_plicitly. .. of the President of the Russian Federation, together
Counterintelligence Service handles most of the 1€ composition of the new Declassificayith Rosarkhiv, is to organize a stage-by-stage
old KGB’s domestic functions.) tion Commission is encouraging, because it itansfer—from the Archive of the President of the

Point 4 has two potentially important fea-Cludes the director and deputy director oRyssian Federation to archival institutions under the

tures: First, it provides for departmental docuRoSarkhivand the heads of the APRF, of both gfuspices of Rosarkhiv—of original documents from

ments (i.e., documents produced by MID, thé'€ former KGB’s main archives, and of the MIDthe former archive of the CPSU CC Politburo cre-
KGB, etc.) to be transferred to archives undeqmdlmlllta(yarchlves. SomewhatIessd.e.swat?letﬁed through 1963 inclusively.
Rosarkhiv's direct jurisdiction once the storagéhe inclusion of several prominent political flg_- 6. The Commission on De(_:lassification of Docu-
period of those documents has expired. It ralres, whose presence may mean that arch_mabnts Created bythe CPSUisto p_resentaqugrterly
mains to be seen how this will work out inProcedures will be even more vulnerable to shifteport to the President of the Russian Federation on
practice, but it could eventually facilitate acces¥ the political wind. At the same time, thethe work it has carried out.

; _limi articipation of these officials may be the only ) ] ]
g)er::rﬁr,llilcs)imit :]a?;l:sbtiinq?lzs“tﬂtwsolz%it\?inngor@ay to ensure that archival matters and questions ~President of the RUSS'a”BFs(dlera}t'O”
directors of archives under Rosarkhiv's immedi©f declassification will be able to command high- - veltsin

ate jursidiction the power to declassify docylével attention in the future. 2 September 1994

ments stored on their premises. Presently, the ©On Palance, then, the directive provideg, - 489-rp

declassification of documents is permissible onl§®me basis for guarded optimism.

if consent is obtained from all agencies involved DIRECTIVE Composition of the Commission on the

inthe original preparation of the documents. This of the President of the Russian Federation Declassification of Documents Created by the CPSU
extremely cumbersome process has all but halted

attempts to declassify certain materials. The Krasanchenko, S. N.—First Deputy Director of

. e Taking account of the demands of the public, i L . . .
procedure could be greatly expedited if directorg, 4im gfspeeding up work to remove unv?/arrant "he Administration of the President of the Russian

V- i L o . ederation (chairman of the Commission); Yakovlev,
of Rose_lr_khl\_/ Contro_ll_ed archlve_s could makerestrlctlve classifications from archival document: N —Dire(ctorofthe Federal Service o?Russiafor
declassification decisions on their own. in the state and departmental archives as well asjn,

; ; +hl ision and Radio Br in hair-
Perhaps the most important element in th@ye document storage centers, and also to prom %e"'f'tf] é d Radio .osdk(r:]astl %((g;epug ¢ ?I
directive is Point 5, which requires a phasegh ificati i n of the Commission); Pikhoya, R. G.—Director
| ) q p e declassification of archival documents store . . .
of Rosarkhiv and Chief State Archivist of the Rus-

t_ransfer_ofonglnal documents fromthe Presld_enhere whpse pgnoq of secrecy has.explred, in accQly, | Federation (deputy chairman of the Commis-
tial Archive (APRF) to archives under the juris-dance with legislation of the Russian Federation: _. ~ . . ; ;
o . - . o o ion); Krivova, N. A.—Assistant to the Director of
diction of the State Archival Service (Rosarkhiv) 1. A Commission on the Declassification of> . . L
. . . Rosarkhiv (senior secretary of the Commission);
by the end of 1995. This sort of transfer had bed?Pocuments Created by the CPSU, which will be a

ﬂbramov, E. A.—Deputy Minister of Internal Af-

promised since late 1991, but scant progress hiitéegral sub-division of the Interdepartmental COmfairs of the Russian Federation; Belozerov, A. P.—

been achieved as of mid-1994, sparking confDission on the Protection of State Secrets, is 10 Ry of 4 Directorate of the Foreign Intelligence
plaints in a lengthy article by Ella Maksimova orformed. - . Service of Russia; Volkogonov, D. A.—Deputy of
13 July 1994 irizvestiya The establishment ofa 2 Theappended composition of the Commissiogl, g0 pyma ofthe Federal Assembly;Zolotukhin,
set timeframe for the transfer is a decided st etgli gj?lsa:fsfli?ﬁqaet:jon of Documents Created by 5 _ peputy of the State Duma of the Federal

forwafd, but several qualifications should bé 3. The Federal Service of Counterintelligence c),?\ssembly; KozIO\_/, V. P.—Deputy Director of
noted: continued on page 100



% UPDATE

The Update section summarizes items in thePolitical History, University of Helsinki, in coop- Remains of U.S. servicemen recovered from plane
popular and scholarly press containing new ineration with the Institute of Universal History, shotdown by Soviets on 7 October 1952. (“Flier's
formation on Cold War history emanating fromRussian Academy of Sciences, Moscow. Copiddones Found,WWP, 9/15/94.)

the former Communist bloc. Readers are inviteftom: Dept. of Political History, PL 54

to alert CWIHP to relevant citations. (Snellmaninkatu 14A); 00014 University of Investigation of aerial encounters between So-
Helsinki; Finland; fax: 358-0-191 8942 viet and US/NATO aircraft over the Far East in

Abbreviations: 1954 and the Kola Peninsula in 1954 and 1978.
Scholar uses newly-available archival material t¢v.1. Dudin, I.N. Kosenko, “Planned Tragedy,”

DA = Deutschland Archiv assess Soviet rejection of the Marshall Plan iKlilitary-Historical Journall (1993), 16-22.)

FBIS = Foreign Broadcast Information Servicel947; also see CWIHP Working Paper #9 by the

NYT=New York Times same author. (M.M. Narinsky, “The USSR andJnpublished memoirs of Adm. Kuznetsov, con-

RFE/RL = Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty the Marshall Plan, According to Materials fromtinuation of series begun in 1992, discuss assign-
VfZ = Viertelsjahrhefte fuer Zeitgeschichte  the Archive of the President of Russibléw and ment to investigate destruction of battleship

WP = Washington Post Newest History2 (1993), 11-19.) “Novorossisk” at Sevastopol in 1955. (I.G.
ZfG = Zeitschrift fuer Geschichtswissenschaft Kuznetsov, “Sudden TurnsMlilitary-Historical
Document on Stalin’s military thinking. (M.A. Journal10 (1993), 43-49.)
Russia/Former Soviet Union Gareev, “The Science and Art of Warfarilili-
tary-Historical Journal5 (1993), 2-8.) Records of Moscow State University party com-
Survey of questions, evidence, and historiogra- mittee show extent of surveillance. (E. Taranov,

phy concerning Stalin, USSR, and Cold WaSenior military officer discusses creation of So*We're Shaking Lenin Hills!: From a History of

origins, by two Russian historians. (V. Zubokviet nuclear shield, argues that USSR’s defensiv@ubversive Thought at MGU, 1955-56,"

and C. Pleshakov, “The Soviet Union,” in Davidhuclear program helped ensure global peace di8vobodnaya MysB (1993), 52-61.)

Reynolds,The Origins of the Cold War in Eu-ing Cold War. (A.S. Kalashnikov, “The Atomic

rope: International Perspective®New Haven: Monster that Served Peac#filitary-Historical Newly-opened CPSU documents from 1956-57

Yale University Press, 1994), 53-76.) Journal 3 (1994), 13-24.) on treatment and repatriation of Japanese POWS.
(A. Petrov, “The Last Prisoners of WW II,”

Russian archives, particularly Russian CentéReport on Stalin’s role in formation and earlyHistorical Archivesl (1993), 68-78.)

for the Preservation and Study of Documents gfears of Soviet nuclear project. (Yu. N. Smirnov,

Recent History, offer insights into history Soviet'Stalin and the Atomic Bomb,Yoprosy istorii Series details air reconnaissance and aerial bor-

ties to CPUSA, article focuses on Comintermestestvoznaniia i tekniki (1994), 125-30.) der violations in 1950s-60s (issue #9), warning

files on Minnesota Communists. (John Earl system for missile attacks in 1960s-70s (#10),

Haynes and Harvey Klehr, “Researching MinneAuthor discusses origins of Soviet nuclear projeand space control systems in 1970s-80s (#11).

sota History in Moscow,Minnesota History: and whether Moscow’s bomb was invented ofU.V. Votintsev, “The Little-Known Forces of a

The Quarterly of the Minnesota Historical Soci-stolen. (Valerii N. Soifer, “Myths about ‘The Vanished SuperpoweMlilitary-Historical Jour-

ety54/1 (Spring 1994), 2-15.) Theft of the Century’: Who Profits by Accusingnal 8-11 (1993).)
Soviet Physicists?lzvestial93 (10/7/94), 5.)
Second largest camp system in USSR gulag from Memoirs of Soviet General Staff officer in the

1939-53, the GUPVI, examined. (Stefan KarneDiscussion of Stalin’s tactics in 1948 in respons&950s-60s. (1.S. Glebov, “Intrigues in the Gen-
“Die sowjetische Hauptverwaltung fuerto Yugoslav-Bulgarian agreement and suicide adral Staff,"Military-Historical Journalll (1993),
Kriegsgefangene und Internierte. EirAlbanian official Spiru Niku. (V. Tarlinski, “The 37-42.)
Zwischenbericht.” [“The Soviet Main Adminis- Fate of the FederationNezavisimaya Gazeta
tration for POWs and Internees: An Interiml2/17/93.) Ex-interpreter recounts Soviet discussions of
Report™], VfZ 3 (July 1994), 447-72.) Sukarno’s 1956 trip to Moscow. (I. Kashmakdze,
Document from autumn 1952 discloses discusWhy a Living Statue Was Not Enough for the
Ministry of Defense document on Wallenberg'sion of Soviet plans to assassinate Tito. (DPresident,New Timel9 (1993), 30-33.)
arrest in 1945 located. (Ella Maksimova\Volkogonov, “Attempts that Never Took Place,”
“Wallenberg is Dead; Unfortunately, the Proof idzvestig 6/11/93.) Memoirs of Soviet adviser to Chinese military
Sufficient,” Izvestia 6/3/93.) command in 1956-58. (I.S. Glebov, “l was a
Archival documents from Stalin’s death to Beria’Military Adviser in China,”Military-Historical
Zhdanov papers, other archival sources informrrest (March-June 1953) suggest seriousnessJafurnal 8 (1993), 49-53.)
analysis of why the “Big Bear"—the USSR—Beria’s proposed reforms. (B. Starkov, “Some-
“knocked more than once on the Finnish doothing Brand-New on Beria,Argumenty i Fakty Yeltsin transfers to Hungary once secret docu-
[but] never tried to come in by force” in 1944-47 46 (Nov. 1993).) ments (47 from Presidential Archives, 17 from
(Jukka Navakivi, “A Decisive Armistic 1944- Foreign Ministry archives) on 1956 events. (V.
1947: Why Was Finland Not Sovietized?'a8e Documents on transfer of Crimea from Russia thusatov, “1956,"New Time8 (1993), 38-39.)
dinavian Journal of Historyt9 (1994), 91-115.) Ukraine in 1954. (O. Volobueva, G. lofis, “A
Simply Remarkable Act of Brotherly Assistance, Collection of newly-opened documents on So-
Jukka Nevakivi, ed.Finnish-Soviet Relations Historical Archivesl (1992), 39-54.) viet policy and actions in Hungary in 1956 from
1944-1948(Helsinki: Department of Political CPSU CC archives. (T.M. Islamov, “Hungary,
History, University of Helsinki, 1994), containsCourt reviewing effects of fall-out from top-se-April-October 1956, Historical Archives4
papers, many based on Russian archival sourceset 1954 nuclear tests in southern Urals. ($1993), 103-142; and V.T. Seredi, “Hungary,
prepared for a seminar in Helsinki on 21-2%4ostovshchikov, “How a Nuclear Victory was October-November, 1956Historical Archives
March 1994 organized by the Department dforged in 1954,1zvestia 12/17/93.) 5(1993), 132-60.)



UPDATE o1

Memoirs of Lt.-Gen. Malashenko concerning~ormer officials (including Gorbachev and ex-Documents from Presidential Archive illuminate
1956 Hugarian events, including his role in deKGB head Semychastnyi), associates, friendSoviet state suppression of art and culture during
veloping military plans (“Compass”) during up-assess Khrushchev’s legacy at conference mak970s, including denial of citizenship to M.L.
rising; initial decision to withdraw Soviet troopsing centenary of bithRFE/RL News Brief3:17 Rostropovich. (G.A. Razin, et.al., “We Don't
on October 31; and subsequent invasion. (E(18-22 April 1994), 1-2.) Acknowledge Your Rights To Commit Acts of
Malashenko, “Special Corps in the Budapest Violence Against US,"Historical Archives5
Fire,” Military-Historical Journal 10 (1993), 22- Materials from Oct. 1964 CPSU party plenum a1993), 161-85.)
30; 11 (1993), 44-51; and 1 (1994), 30-36.)  which Khrushchev was overthrown. (S. Melchin,
et. al., “How They Removed N. Khrushchev,”Maj.-Gen. Golitsin discusses role of Soviet mili-
Profile of M. Rakosa, Stalin’s deputy in Budapestiistorical Archivesl (1993), 3-19.) tary in Ethiopia during conflict with Somalia in
including role in 1956 events. (Y. Gusev, “Homo 1977-78. (P.A. Golitsin, “My Third War Mili-
cominternicus,'New Time7 (1993), 29-32.) Entries from the diary of A. Zlobin from early tary-Historical Journal3 (1994), 54-60.)
1970s, mainly related to Khrushchev’s death and
Reassessment of Soviet actions in Hungary iourial. (A. Zlobin, “Sanitary Day,New Timel2 CPSU CC archives illuminate Soviet reaction to
1956, based on newly-released CPSU documen($993), 48-51.) 1978 election of Pope John Paul ll; initial surprise
(V.L. Musatov, “The USSR and Events in Hun- gave way to deep suspicion after Pope’s visit to
gary in 1956: New Archival MaterialsiNew and Soviet military adviser to Cairo relates experiPoland the following year, documents show. (Felix
Newest Historyl (1993), 3-22.) More secretences in 1967 war and subsequent rebuilding Gforley, “Soviet Reaction to the Election of Pope
documents on crisis, including situation report&gyptian army. (E.I. Malashenko, “Front Line—John Paul 1l,"Religion, State and Socie®2:1
on situation in Budapest on Nov. 4#ilitary- Suez Canal,"Military-Historical Journal 4 (1994), 37-64.)
Historical Journal8 (1993), 86-87.) (1994), 36-42.)
Using newly-available documents from CPSU
Publication of stenographic transcript (begun ilt.-Gen. Zolotov on Warsaw Pact intervention irarchives, Norwegian scholar explores Soviet-
issue #3, 1993) of June 1957 Plenum of th€zechoslovakia in 1968. (S.M. Zolotov, “WeAfghan relations in 1978-79. (O. Westad, “The
CPSU. (“The Last Anti-Party Groupifistorical Went to Help Our FriendsMilitary-Historical ~ Eve of the Introduction of Soviet Troops in Af-
Archives4 (1993), 4-73 and 5 (1993), 4-78.) Journal4 (1994), 14-21.) ghanistan, 1978-9 New and Newest Histor¥
(1994), 19-34; Odd Arne Westad, “Prelude to
Khrushchev letter to British Prime Minister Television program shows previously classifiednvasion: The Soviet Union and the Afghan Com-
Macmillan in April 1959 on nuclear issues, Berpictures of two 1969 launch failures of interplanmunists, 1978-1979 fhternational History Re-
lin Crisis published.\{estnik7-8 (April 1993), etary probes. (“Aerospace salon,” Moscowiew16:1 (Feb. 1994), 49-69.)
74-79; see also |.V. Lebedev, “New Documentgstankino Television First Channel Network, 5
Top Level Exchanges of Messages, April 1959,June, FBIS-SOV-94-108 (6/6/94), 25.) Declassified documents on Afghanistan deci-
FCO Historical Branch Occasional Papers No. 7: sions, Dec. 1979-May 1989, show intervention
Changes in British and Russian Records Policguthor deplores Soviet-era violations of internawas approved by a handful of elite leaders, vio-
(London: Foreign and Commonwealth Officetional whaling agreements, particularly in 1960stated Soviet Constitution. (A.S. Grossmann, “Se-
Historical Branch, Nov. 1993), 20-23.) '70s, calls for declassification of documents. (Ecret Documents from the Special Folder: Af-
Chernyi, “Soviet Secrets of the Whaling Indusghanistan,’Voprosii Istorii 3 (1993), 3-31.)
Ex-Soviet envoy to Great Britain recounts contry,” lzvestia 3/2/94.)
troversy over Yuri Gagarin’s visit. (A. Soldatov, Ex-deputy foreign minister and CPSU CC mem-
“Y. Gagarin in England in June 196 New and Account of 1971 Soviet nuclear testing in Pernber recounts Afghan events. (G.M. Kornienko,
Newest Histonp (1993), 116-19.) Taiga, exchange on whether warheads remainédow the Decision was Made to Send Troops to
afterward. (Alexander Pashkov, VladimirAfghanistan—Then Withdraw Them,"dw and
Documents on violent Soviet suppression of 196Rasatkin, Igor Yuferov, “Twenty years ago inNewest History8 (1993), 107-118.)
workers’ uprising in Novocherkassk. (R. PikhoiaPerm Taiga were left nuclear bombs, reports our
et. al.,, “The Novocherkassk Tragedy, 1962, torrespondent, butthere are no nuclear warhedgisst two installments in series of memoirs by a
Historical Archives1 (1993), 110-36; and 4 left in Taiga, insist specialists of MinAtom,” Soviet colonel-general who served in Afghani-
(1993), 143-77.) Izvestial86 (9/28/94), 1, 4.) stan from 1979-84. (V.A. Merimskii, “War by
Decree,"Military-Historical Journal 10 (1993),
Ex-Soviet general's account of Cuban Missiléuthor examines Soviet participation in UN11-21; 11 (1993), 30-36; and 1 (1994), 24-29.)
Crisis. (A.l. Gribkov, “The Caribbean Crisis,” peacekeeping missions during Cold War, par-
Military-Historical Journal 1 (1993), 2-10.) ticularly in Golan Heights after 1973 MideastJapanese relatives of KAL 007 crash victims
war. (N.F. Belik, “In a Zone of Sudden Fire,”locate remains in Sakhalin. (V. Kulbakov, “Rela-
Account of the 29 Oct. 1962-7 Jan. 1963 negotidilitary-Historical Journal 4 (1994), 43-52.) tives found mysterious remains of the victims of
tions in New York between the USSR, USA, and B-747 in Nevelsk,1zvestia 9/4/93, 1.)
Cuba, and other meetings in Washington anidead Soviet military adviser to Syrian Defense
Havana, concerning the outcome of the CubaMinistryin 1974-77 discusses experiences. (M.Nnternational investigative report underscores
Missile Crisis. (Y.G. Murin, V. A. Lebedev, “The Tereshchenko, “Mission to Damasliilitary-  decisive factor of timing in downing of Korean
Caribbean Crisis Military-Historical Journall  Historical Journal2 (1994), 25-34.) airliner. (A. Shalnev, “ICAO Closes the Case on
(1993), 11-16.) the Investigation of the Victims of the South
Ex-general on activities of “general commandKorean Boeing,zvestia 6/16/93.) Analysis of
Serial publication of Khrushchev's memoirs.in 1970s-80s. (M.N. Tereshchenko, “On the Westeport. (A. llesh, A. Shalnev, “The Mystery of the
(Khrushchev, “Memoirs,Yoprosii Istorii2-5, 7-  ern Front,'Military-Historical Journal5 (1993), South Korean Boeing 747 has been
10(1993); 2 (1994), 77-95; and 3 (1994), 77-949-17.) Revealed...Will we Forget?zvestig 6/25/93.)



o UPDATE

Questions about downing persist despite casdise Russians,The Atlantic Monthly273:2 (Feb. Press, 1993); James G. Richtéhrushchev’s
official closure; interview with Rudolf 1994), 35-37.) Double Bind: International Pressures and Do-
Teymurazov, chair of Commission on Flight mestic Coalition Politics(Baltimore: Johns
Security of International Aviation Committee.Politburo records from 5-6 March 1990 on discusHopkins University Press, 1994); John Ander-
(N. Burbyga, A. lllesh, “The Gloomy Secret ofsion of “urgent measures” on Lithuania’s plans tson, Religion, State and Politics in the Soviet

KAL-007,” 1zvestia 10/9/93.) leave USSR. (A. Chernovin, “How they OpposedJnion and Successor States, 1953-1998w
Lithuania’s Secession from the USSRistori-  York: Cambridge University Press, 1994); S.

Review of KAL 007 investigation, findings (in- cal Archivesl (1992), 3-5.) KhrushchevNikita Khrushchev: Krizisy i Rakety

cluding Black Box transcripts), journalist’s role [Nikita Khrushchev: Crises and Rockets], 2 vols.,

in exposing cover-up. (Murray Sayle, “A Re-Documents disclose plans to capture high-rankMoscow: Novosti Press, 1994; Julij Kwizinskij,
porter at Large: Closing the File on Flight 007,Ing Lithuanian government officials during win- Vor dem Sturm. Erinnerungen eines Diplomaten
The New Yorke89:42 (12/13/93), 90-101.) ter 1991 crisis in Vilnius. (N. Lashkevich, “The [Before the Storm: Memoirs of a Diplomat] (Ber-
Maneuvers of Defense Minister Achalov at thdin: Siedler Verlag, 1993); Raymond L. Garthoff,
CPSU archival documents contradict Japane$éinius TV Tower,” Izvestia 10/21/93.) The Great Transition: American-Soviet Rela-
Communist Party claims it operated indepen- tions and the End of the Cold WaWashington,
dently of Moscow. (V. Tsvetov, “A Snake in theEx-KGB chief Vladimir Kryuchkov says he par- DC: Brookings, 1994); Hall GardneBurviving
Bamboo Pipe,New Time20 (1993), 32-35.) ticipated in August 1991 coup attempt becaushe Millenium: American Global Strategy, the
KGB had reports that US and NATO planned t&ollapse of the Soviet Empire, and the Question
CPSU documents implicate party, KGB in subdismemberthe Soviet Union and Gorbachev failedf Peace(Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers,
versive activities in ltaly, report says; editorgo respond adequately to this informatidRFE/ 1994); Walter Laqueuihe Dream that Failed:
blast archivists for denying access to key docuRL News Brief@:49 (29 Nov-3 Dec 1993), 3.) Reflections on the Soviet Uni¢@xford Univer-
ments under pretext of state secrecy. (Press con- sity Press, 1994).
ference by editors of Stoliza Magazine on “ltalBook by Yeltsin includes excerpts from KGB
ian Trial of the CPSU’s Money,” Official Krem- documents on Kennedy assassination, covertariaspionage/Intelligence Issues
lin International News Broadcasts, 9/20/93.) deal with IRA. (Boris Yeltsin, trans. Catherine A.
Fitzpatrick, The Struggle for RussigNew York:  Analysis of alleged military counter-intelligence
Russian Procurator’s Office considers fate ofimes Books, 1994), app. B (“From the Archivessuccesses” in the 1980s. (A. Zhdankin, “Spies
investigation into CPSU finances and attempts tof the General Secretary”), pp. 305-316.) and Lies,”Arguments and Fact$/25/93, 2.)
recover funds abroad. (V. Rudnev, “The Case of
Party Finances Jzvestig 11/19/93.) Assessment of recent tendencies in Russian cdidticle recounts KGB's role in Soviet policy on
war historiography. (Jan Foitzik, “Neue Trends irGermany in the 1980s and contends that spy
Alexander Agentov, ex-adviser to CPSU Gender russischen Westeuropa-Zeitgeschichtservice maintains its network in eastern Ger-
eral Secretaries from Brezhnev to Gorbacheforschung” [“New Trends in Russian Research omany. (Y. Bovkun, “The KGB in the Bright
interviewed. (1. Zamyatin, “An Interview with a the Contemporary History of Western Europe”]Kingdom of Capitalism,Izvestig 9/22/93.)
Man who was Silent for a Long Time&rgu- ZfG 10 (Oct. 1993), 867-75.)
ments and Fact$/20/93, 6.) Ex-KGB Gen. Oleg Kalugin arrested in London
Publications: Dmitri Volkogonow,.enin: A New for alleged complicity in murder of Bulgarian
Documents from mid-1980s on state surveilBiography(New York: Free Press, 1994); J.Archdissident Georgi MarkovRFE/RL News Briefs
lance of religious activities in USSR from Coun-Getty and Roberta T. Manning, edStalinist 2:45 (1-5 Nov 1993), Zfhe Guardian11/2/93;
cil of Ministers. (N. Krivova, et.al., “Religion Terror (New York: Cambridge University Press,N. Gevoykyan, “General Kalugin Arrested in
and the Church in the USSRHistorical Ar- 1993); David Reynolds, Warren F. Kimball, and_.ondon,” Moscow Newsl11/5/93.)
chivesl (1993), 137-44.) A.O. Chubarian, edsAllies at War: The Soviet,
American, and British experience, 1939-194%idow of Kim Philby has reportedly decided to
Transcript of talks between Gorbachev and ItalNew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994); Louisesell his literary and personal archives; materials
ian Communist Party chief A.G. Occhetto inL’Estrange Fawcetiyan and the Cold War: The analyzed. (A. Krivopalov, “The Archives of Kim
Moscow on 28 February 1989; continuation oAzerbaijan Crisis of 194@Cambridge University Philby Might Be Auctioned,Tzvestia 11/17/93;
series of publications from Gorbachev ArchivesPress, 1992); David Hollowaystalin and the see also Ron Rosenbaum, “Kim Philby and the
(“Gorbachev-Occhetto3vobodnaya MigFree  Bomb(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994)Age of Paranoia,The New York Times Magazine
Thought] 4 (1993).) Valentin M. Berezhkov, trans. Sergei V.(7/10/94), 28-37, 50, 53-54.)
Mikheyev, At Stalin’'s Side: His Interpreter’s
Previously secret documents from 1989-90 oklemoirs From the October Revolution To th&KGB records suggest Soviet spy agency never
establishing USSR presidency republished; irall of the Dictator's Empirg¢Birch Lane, 1994); fully trusted Philby or fellow British spies in the
cluded are reports by G. Shaknazarov/VW.N. Denisow, W.P. Dolmatow, J.G. Morin, andCambridge circle; detailed story in Genrikh
Medvedev, S. Stankevich, and A. Sobchak, and.W. Pankow,J.W. Stalin: “Dein Sosso.” Briefe, Borovik, ed. and intro. by Phillip Knightlefhe
notes of top-level working group on a new Soviebokumente, und Tagebuchaufzeichungen aus déthilby Files(Boston: Little, Brown, 1994). (Stuart
Constitution. (Nikolai V. Zlobin, ed., “From the Umkreis der Famili¢J.W. Stalin: “Your Sosso.” Wauvell, "KGB files reveal Philby was not trusted
Archives: Soviet PresidencyDlemokratizatsiya: Letters, Documents, and Diary Entries from théy Russians,The Sunday Timgkondon), 8/21/
The Journal of Post-Soviet Democratizatitb®@ Family Circle](Berlin: Edition g, 1994); Larissa 94, 1:3, and Genrikh Borovik and Phillip
(Spring 1994), 316-31.) Vasilieva, Kremlin Wives(New York: Arcade, Knightley, “The Spy Nobody Believed,The
1992, 1954); Adam Hochschildthe Unquiet Sunday Time@.ondon), 8/21/94, 4:1-2.)
Analysis of Soviet collapse and Cold War’s endGhost: Russians Remember Stglew York:
including Gorbachev interview comments. (RifPenguin Press, 1994); Amy KnigBgria: Stalin’s Ex-KGB Major Viktor Sheimov describes es-
chard Ned Lebow and Janice Stein, “Reagan aifirst Lieutenan{Princeton: Princeton University cape from USSR with CIA aid in 1980. (D.
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Radushevsky, “Escape of the CentuiMdscow “Were the Atom Scientists Spies?—An Ex- Stalin’s purges gives critical account of current
News49, 11/19/93, 14.) change,New York Review of Book4:15 (9/22/ research conditions in Moscow. (“Hinter sieben
94), 72-4; “Traduced,The Economist/11/94, Siegeln. Nach wie vor kein Zugang zu den
Author discusses CIA’s 1981 secret operatioB9-90; Matthew Campbell, “KGB files show top Archiven des KGB. Interview mitdem russischen
“Ivy Bells” in Sea of Okhotsk. (N. Burbiga, “A scientist gave Stalin nuclear secret$)e Sunday Historiker Dmitri Jurassov” [‘Behind Seven
Fishy Day at the CIA,1zvestig 3/1/94.) Times(London), 6/26/94, 17; Priscilla JohnsonSeals: Like before, no Entrance to the KGB
McMillan, “Flimsy Memories,” and Sergei Archives: An Interview with Russian Historian
Ex-spy Oleg Nechiporenko discusses arrest akskov, “An Unreliable Witness,The Bulletin  Dmitri Jurassov”],DA 7 (July 1993), 868-72.)
Aldrich Ames in context of US-Soviet intelli- of the Atomic Scientis&):4 (July/August 1994),
gence dealingsin 1980s. (V. lvanidze, “The Scar30-33, 33-36; letters to editdrhe Bulletin of the Despite new law, bureaucratic and financial ob-
dal about a Mole in the CIA from the Point ofAtomic Scientist§0:5 (Sept./Oct. 1994), 3, 59-stacles could hamper access to archives. (V.
View of Russian Intelligence)zvestig 3/2/94.) 60; Roald Sagdeev, “How the Soviets Got th®udnev, “Law on Archives Removes Barriers to
Bomb,” Popular ScienceAug. 1994, 28-31, 74- Researchers)zvestia 7/14/93, 5.)
St. Petersburg mayor Anatolii Sobchak alleges5; Eric Breindel, “A Case of Book Burning,”
that nationalist politician Vladimir Zhironovsky National Review8/29/94, 36-38.) Yeltsin returns text of law on secrecy to parlia-
holds the rank of KGB captain and that Gorbachev ment committee on security, saying itinadequately
said in 1990 that the KGB created Zhirinovsky'$ublications: Oleg Kalugin with Fen Montaigne protects citizens’ rights to state secrets. (N.
Liberal Democratic PartyGhas pik(St. Peters- The First Directorate: My 32 Years in Intelli- Gevoykyan, “Yeltsin Does Not Sign Law on
burg) 1 (1994), cited iRFE/RL News Brief3:4 gence and Espionage Against the W@stw State SecretsMoscow New86 (9/3/93).)
(10-21 Jan 1994), 5.) York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994); Yevgenia Albats,
The State Within A Stat&he KGB and Its Hold Six scholars express concern that access might be
Report on KGB archives. (A. Knight, “The Fateon Russia—Past, Presentand Fut{Mew York: cut off to newly created center for CPSU party

of the KGB Archives,’Slavic Reviewb2:3 (Fall Farrar, Strauss, Giroux, 1994). archives. (“When they struggle with the Archives,
1993), 582-6.) Society Suffers,Izvestia 9/9/93.)

Archives Developments
Controversy erupts over charge by former Soviet Russian archive head Pikhoia rebuts charges of

intelligence official Pavel Sudoplatov that lead-Survey of Russian state archives, including guidgelling original documents abroad. (“Russian
ing Western scientists, including J.Roberto regional records centers. (“The System oArchive Report Denies Selling Documents
Oppenheimer, Niels Bohr, Enrico Fermi, and Le@rchives of the Federal Government and Cente#sbroad,” Mayak Radio, Moscow, 10/17/93.)
Szilard, knowingly passed secret atomic data f Document Storage/Preservatiohistorical

Moscow. See: Pavel Sudoplatov and Anatolrchivesl (1993), 222-23.) Status reports on Russian archives presented at a
Sudoplatov with Jerrold L. and Leona P. 6/15/93 Records Policy seminar held at the For-
Schechter, foreward by Robert Conqu&ie- Ministry of Foreign Affairs resumes Documentseign & Commonwealth Office in London.
cial Tasks: The Memoirs of an Unwanted Witen Foreign Affairs series after 12-year hiatug¢Jonathan Haslam, “The Use of Russian Archives
ness—A Soviet Spymagtoston: Little, Brown, with volume on 1939 events. (“The Next Volumefor the Study of Soviet Foreign Policy,” and
& Co., 1994), esp. chap. 7 (“Atomic Spies”)of ‘Documents on Foreign Affairs,Vestnik9- Richard Bevins, “Note on Russian Archives,” in
(excerpt printed iMTime 4/25/94, 64-72); Will- 10 (May 1993).) FCO Historical Branch Occasional Papers No. 7:
iam J. Broad, “Book Charges Creators Of A- Changes in British and Russian Records Policy
Bomb Aided Soviets,NYT, 4/19/94; Richard Internal documents inform account of crucial{London: Foreign and Commonwealth Office,
Bernstein, “Culling History From Propaganda,’years in the journadflistorical Archiveshistory. Historical Branch, Nov. 1993), 17-19, 33-38.)
NYT Week-in-Review/24/94; Priscilla Johnson (V. Esakov, “The Fate of a Journ#listorical

McMillan, “They Weren't Spies,WP, 4/26/94; Archivesin 1955-62,” Historical Archives1l Director of “Gosteleradionfond” audio-video ar-
William J. Broad, “Physicists Try to Discredit (1992), 194-211.) chives Yuri Kornilov was arrested for allegedly
Book Asserting Atom Architects Spie§\N'YT, 5/ accepting a US $5,000 bribe from a US firm
1/94; Jerrold L. and Leona P. Schecter, “In DeHoover Institution transfers 4,640 microfilm reelf“USSU Art Group”) for access to a collection.
fense of Gen. Sudoplatov’'s StoryVP, 5/2/94; of documents to State Archives of Russian FedRFE/RL News Brief2:47 (15-19 Nov 1993), 6-
Priscilla Johnson McMillan, “Atomic Spies’ eration as part of 1992 agreement to exchan@e citing Moskovskie novosti46 and
(Cont'd),” WP, 5/3/94; Richard Rhodes, “Atomic archival materials. (A. Krylovich, “American Komsomolskya pravgd1/11/93.)

Spies, or Atomic Lies?” and Amy Knight, “The Institute Gives Documents to Russian Archives,”

Man Who Wasn't There,/NYT, 5/3/94; Paul TASS, 21 May 1993.) Yeltsin orders creation of commission to be
Quinn-Judge, “Ex-Soviet spy stirs debag's- chaired by Dmitrii Volkogonov to investigate
ton Globe5/8/94; Edward Teller, “Scientists, notAuthor notes pitfalls of research in military ar-fates of foreigners and Russian who disappeared
spies,”Wall Street Journab/11/94, A14F.A.S. chives, says ho more than 15 percent of materialdthin Soviet Union’s borders during the Cold
Public Interest Report: Journal of the Federatioropened. (E. Moskal, “Military History: ProblemsWar. (V. Rudnev, “Russia Continues to Search,”
of American Scientistd7:3 (May/June 1994), and Perspectives of its Studjyéw and Newest Izvestig 10/28/93.)

passimf.A.S. Public Interest Report: Journal ofHistory 5 (1993), 249-51.)

the Federation of American Scientid®&4 (July/ Volkogonov says US-Russian commission on
Aug. 1994), 5-8, 13-15; David Holloway, Russian archives head discusses impact of n&®OWs/MIAs has determined that no Americans
“Charges of EspionageScience264 (5/27/94), law on researcher access. (V. Nikolaeva, “Fromere detained in Russia today; says Russian
1346-47; Thomas Powers, “Were the Atomideter's Regulations to the Law on Archives,’Security Ministry was opening relevant files, but
Scientists Spies™he New York Review of Bookdzvestia 6/3/93.) acknowledges mid-level officials treat the com-
41:11 (6/9/94), 10-17; letter from Jerrold L. and mission negatively. (“Volkogonov: NoU.S. MIAs
Leona P. Schecter, response by Thomas PoweRsjssian historian who investigated victims oforced to Stay,” Interfax, Moscow, 12/8/93.)



o4 UPDATE

Malcolm Toon, co-chair of commission, reporty“Moscow returns to Paris Six and One-Half50. (V. Pasat, “Deportation from Moldova,”

that Soviet pilots in Korean War tried to dowrKilometers of Secret ArchiveslZ?vestia 2/4/94.) Svobodnaya MysB (1993), 52-61.)

U.S. F-86 fighter jets safely and two were cap-

tured and brought to Moscow; question remaingterview with senior Russian archival official V. Ukraine

whether more important data awaits discovery iRozlovyim. (E. Maksimova, “The Treasures of

Russian archives. (R. Boudreaux, “U.S. GetRussia are Being Scattered all over the World Internal documents from CPSU archives, includ-

New Leads in Search for MIAs|’os Angeles |zvestia 2/16/94.) ing memos of Central Committee of Ukrainian

Times 12/9/93, A4.) Communist Party, on Soviet leadership’s treat-
Despite legal complications, scientist-dissidenment of Crimean Tartars. (O.V. Volobuyev,

US-Russian commission chair Volkogonov reAndrei Sakharov's archives near public opening.The Crimean-Tartar Issue According to CPSU

moved, then reinstated, as head of commissigM. Lebedeva, “The Sakharov Archives are OperlPocuments (From the Late 1950s to the Mid-

as well as presidential adviseRRE/RL News ing,” Izvestia 5/21/94.) 1980s),” Otechestvennaya IstoriiéMoscow),
Briefs3:5 (24-28 Jan 1994), 6, citing Itar-Tass, 1/ Jan.-Feb. 1994, 157-69.)
25/94 and Interfax, 1/28/94.) Complaints voiced about preferential treatment

given some persons for access to materials in Bulgaria

In 11/12/93 classified cable, Russian officialRussian Presidential Archives. (Ella Maksimova,

are quoted as saying State Department discouMerchants of Sensations from the Presidentidlook at secret services examines reasons for
aged them from releasing full data about VietArchives,” Izvestial31 (7/13/94); letters in re- “sketchy” accounts of past activities, charges of

nam-era US POWSs because of possible harméponse from D. Volkogonov and S. Coheninvolvement in attacks on Pope John Paul I,

Russo-US ties; State Department denies reportvestia 7/19/94, 8/17/94.) dissidents. (Kjell Engelbrekt, “Reinventing the
(Steven Greenhouse, “New Doubts Cast On Bulgarian Secret ServicesRFE/RL Research
P.O.W. Effort,”"NYT, 2/18/94, A5.) Azerbaijan Report2:47 (11/26/93), 41-49.)

US-Russian commission holds 10th session, renterview with Atakhan Musayev, head of theBulgarian parliament on 12/1/93 votes to reopen
ports on results. (Valeriy Rudnev, “Joint SearcMain Archive Administration of the Azerbaijan debate on whether to declassify secret police
FOR MIA’s: Americans Obtain List of ‘Kozelsk Republic Cabinet of Ministers. (Aghagulufiles; Union of Democratic Forces legislator who

Convoy’, We Get ‘Klaus Dossier,Tzvestia 6/  Niftaliyev, “Without Archives, There Is No His- proposed action describes files as a time bomb
4/94, and Moscow Itar-Tass, 6/3/94, FBIS-SOVtory,” Khalg Gazeti(Baku), 10/13/93, irFBIS which should detonate “the sooner the better.”

94-109 (6/7/94), 13-14.) Report: Central Eurasial/27/94.) (BTA cited inRFE/RL News Brief:49 (29 Nov-

3 Dec 1993), 17.) Intelligence agency chiefs,
Article analyzes state of archival affairs in Rus- Belarus Interior and Defense ministers oppose releasing
sia from August 1991 coup through early 1993. files, say much documentation already destroyed.

(Patricia Kennedy Grimsted, “The Russian ArAuthor assesses KGB’s role in Byelorussia ifRFE/RL News Brief2:49 (29 Nov-3 Dec 1993),
chives During the TransitionNew and Newest 1990-91. (A. Starikevich, “Belarus: Back in the20.) Parliament votes on 12/9/93 by 104-85 (16

History, Jan.-Feb. 1994, 63-83.) USSR,”Izvestig 2/24/94.) abstentions) to declassify state security files over
opposition of Bulgarian Socialist PartiRFE/RL

Additional reports on archival research in Mos- Latvia News Brief2:50 (6-10 Dec 1993), 20.) Detailed

cow, published in Germany. (Jan Foitzik, “Zur review of politically-charged debate (“War of the

Situation in Mokauer Archiven” [“The Situation Police arrestformer KGB chief (until 1956) AlfonsFiles”) over fate of Bulgarian state security ar-
inthe Moscow Archives”], and Elke ScherstjanoiNoviks on charges of conducting mass tortureshives. (Kjell Engelbrekt, “Bulgaria’s State Se-
“Neue russische Zeitschriften” [‘New Russianexecutions, and deportations after World War licurity Archives: Toward a CompromiseRFE/
Periodicals,”], in Arbeitsbereich DDR- (Reutersdispatch, 3/17/94, citedRRE/RL News RL Research Repa8t5 (Feb. 1994), 21-27.)
Geschichte—Zentrum fuer Europaeisch@riefs3:12 (14-18 March 1994), 20.)

Sozialforschung der Universitaet Mannheim, Communist archives yield details of covert Bul-
eds.,Jahrbuch fuer Historische Kommunism- Lithuania garian military and financial aid to revolutionary,
usforschung 1993Yearbook for Research on guerrilla, and communist parties in Third World

Communism 1993] (Berlin, 1993); WladislawPolitburo records from 5-6 March 1990 on discusduring Cold War, researchers report. (Raymond
Hedeler, "Russische Archivzeitschriften,sion of “urgent measures” on Lithuania’s plans t&onner, “Arms for the Revolution: The Bulgaria
Schriftenreihen und Findbuecher” [*Russian Arfeave USSR. (A. Chernovin, “How they OpposedConnection, NYT, 1/27/94, A3.)

chival Journals, Series, and Finding AidsiGZ  Lithuania’s Secession from the USSRiistori-

8 (Aug. 1994), 723-25; Stefan Creuzberger anghl Archives(Moscow) 1 (1992), 3-5.) Former Czechoslovakia/

Ruud Veltmeijer, “Forschungsarbeitin Moskauer Czech Republic/Slovakia

Archiven,” Osteuropa3 (1993); Wladislaw Documents disclose plans to capture high-rank-

Hedeler, “Neue russische Archiv zeitschriften’ing Lithuanian government officials during win- Milos Barta, Ondrej Felcman, Josef Belda, and
[‘New Russian Archive Periodicals"ZfG 2 ter 1991 crisis in Vilnius. (N. Lashkevich, “The Vojtech Mencl present essays on 1968 events on
(Feb. 1994), 158-9, and “Neue russische ArchiManeuvers of Defense Minister Achalov at théasis of documents collected by the CSFR Gov-

zeitschriften und Schriftenreihen” ["‘New Rus-Vilnius TV Tower,” |zvestia 10/21/93.) ernment Commission for the Analysis of the
sian Archive Periodicals and Written Volumes™], Events of 1967-197@eskoslovensko roku 1968:
ZfG 5 (May 1994), 440-1. Moldova 2.dil: pocatky normalizacgPrague: Ustav

Mezinarodnich Vztahu, 1993).
Archives head Pikhoia announces pact requiringewly released documents from Moldova Secu-
Moscow to return to France over 20 tons oiity Ministry, Russian state, and CPSU partyReassessment of Prague Spring after a quarter-
documents seized at the end of World War llarchivesilluminate repression in Moldovain 1930¢century. (Milos Barta, “The 1968 Reform Move-
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mentin Czechoslovakia Reconsiderd®etspec- Czech Interior Minister Jan Ruml contemplateteaders, including Stalin and Molotov. (Bernd
tives 1:93 (Institute of International Relations,opening files of former secret police, says draBBonwetsch and Gennadij Bordiugov, “Stalin und

Prague), 69-79.) legislation ready since 199RKEE/RL News Briefs die SBZ. Ein Besuch der SED-Fuehrung in Mos-
3:3 (27 Dec 1993-4 Jan 1994), 14.) cow vom 30 January-7 February 1947" [“Stalin
Soudobe DejinfContemporary History] 1 (1993) and the Soviet Zone. Visit by the SED Leadership

contains several analyses of aspects of the 19B&gue court sentences two former police offito Moscow from January 30to February 7,1947"],
crisis, including contemporary documents, aswetlers to terms of 3 and 3.5 years for beatingfZ 2 (April 1994), 279-304.)

as a report on the work of the government constudents in 11/17/89 protest that sparked revolu-

mission set up after the 1989 revolution to colledton against communist rul&RFE/RL News Briefs Report, based on Russian archives, on Soviet
documents on the events: Jan Mechyr, “Na okr&j9 (21-25 Feb 1994), 19. military policies in occupied Germany/East Ger-
legendy roku 1968” [“Marginalia on the Legend many, 1947-52. (Gerhard Wettig, “Neue
of 1968"], pp. 11-23; Antonin Bencik, “Ludvik Slovakian Interior Minister complains about dif-Erkenntnisse aus sowjetischen Geheim-
Svoboda a srpen 1968” [“Ludvik Svoboda andiculties obtaining archives of former Czechoslodokumenten uber den militarischen Aufbau der
August 1968"], pp. 24-43;J.V., “Fond republiky” vakian secret police (StB). (“Ladislav PittnersSBZ/DDR 1947-1952,"Militargeschichtliche
[“The Fund of the Republic”], pp. 79-82; J.V.,Dissatisfaction, or Who Has the Archives of théitteilungen53 (1994), 199-219.)

“Posledni projev Frantiska Kriegla” [“Frantisek Former StB?'Narodna ObrodgBratislava), 3/

Kriegel's Last Speech”], pp. 83-86; Frantisekl8/94, in FBIS-EEU-94-055 (3/22/94), 16.)  Report on how change in East-West relations in

Janacek and Marie Michalkova, “Pribeh zvaciho 1947 affected Soviet policy in Germany, particu-
dopisu” [“The Story of the Letter of Invitation], Germany/Former East Germany larly in dealings with German communists.
pp. 87-101; Josef Belda, “Komise vlady CSFR (Gerhard Wettig, “Die KPD als Instrument

pro analyzu udalosti let 1967-1970" [“The Gov-Report on concentration camp system in Soviesowjetischer Deutschland-Politik. Festlegungen
ernment Commission for the Analysis of theoccupied Germany, using Russian archival datd949 und Implementierungen 195PA 8 (Aug.
Events of 1967-1970"], pp. 129-33. as part of joint project of Institute for History and1994), 816-29.) Same historian analyzes USSR
Biography at Fern University at Hagen, Historiviews on Germany's division. (Wettig, “All-Ger-
Soudobe Dejing-3 (1994) contains several re-cal Institute at University of Jena, and Buchenwalthan Unity and East German Separation in Soviet
sponses to a previous issue’s article (Jan Mechywlemorial. (Bodo Ritscher, “Zur HerausbildungPolicy,” Jahrbuch fiir Kommunism-usforschung
“Na okraj legendy roku 19683oudobe dejing/  und Organisation des Systems von SpeziallagefBerlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1994), 120-139.)
1993) highly critical of the Prague Spring: Josefis NKVD der UdSSR in der sowjetischen
Belda, Antonin Bencik, Vaclav Kural, “Misto Besatzungszone Deutschland im Jahre 1945" [“OBED archival documents disclose details of poli-
tzv. legend legendy?” [“New ‘Legends’ to Re-the Evolution and Organization of the System ofies on German POWSs held by USSR, 1949-55.
place Old Ones?"], pp. 338-49; Lubomir Brokl,Special Camps of the NKVD of the USSR in th€Beate Ihme-Tuchel, “Die SED und die deutschen
“Cim byl a cim zustal osmasedesaty?” [“WhatSoviet Occupied Zone of Germany in 1945  Kriegsgefangenen in der Sowjetunion zwischen
Was and Is 19687?"], pp. 350-56; Jiri Vancura, “K6 (June 1994), 723-35.) 1949 und 1955” [“The SED and the German
legende 1968” [‘On the Legend of 1968"], pp. Prisoners of War in the Soviet Union between
357-58; author of original article responds tdreporton pressure puton CDU Landesverband&849 and 1955"IPA 5 (May 1994), 490-503.)
critics: Jan Mechyr, “O necem jinem (?)” [“A Berlinin 1948 by the Soviet Military Administra-
Misunderstanding (?)”], pp. 359-64. tion. (Michael Richter, “Die Teilung des CDU- Rise of student self-government at one of the
Landesverbandes Berlin 1948" [“The Split of thenost influential East German universities after
Russian archival head R. Pikhoia gave CzedBDU Land Union of Berlin 1948”"IDA 7 (July World War 1l. (llko-Sascha Kowalczuk, “Die
President Havel a second batch of Soviet docd994), 729-37.) studentische Selbstverwaltung an der Berliner
ments pertaining to the 1968 invasion of Czecho- Universitaet nach 1945” [“Student Self-Govern-
slovakia, including the transcript of an 8/13/68\ew evidence on church politics and state ahent at the Berlin University after 19450A 8
telephone conversation between Brezhnev amdligious affairs in postwar eastern GermanyAug. 1993), 915-27.)
Dubcek. (“Brezhnev warned Dubcekihe Eu- (Clemens Vollnhals, “Zwischen Kooperation und
ropean 4/22/94, 2.) Konfrontation. Zur Kirchenpolitik von KPD/ Archival documents illuminate early history of
SED und SMAD in der SowjetischenGDR youth organizations. (Hermann Wentker,
Story of Pavel Minarizh, accused of spying unBesatzungzone 1945-1949” [“Between CooperdKirchenkampfin der DDR. Der Konflikt um die
dercover for the Czechoslovak secret policgdon and Confrontation: On the Church Policiesunge Gemeinde 1950-195%Z 1 (Jan. 1994),
against Radio Free Europe from April 1970-Junef the KPD/SED of the KPD/SED and the Sovie®5-128; and Torsten Diedrich, “Dienst fuer
1975 and involvement in plots to blow up theMilitary Administration in the Soviet Zone of Deutschland” [“Service for Germany"DA 8
Munich station. (O. Dimitrieva, “He Laid the Occupationin Germany 1945-194)JA5 (May (830-41.)
Mine Under the ‘Free Europe Komsomolskaya 1994), 478-90.)
Pravda(Moscow), 12/15/93.) Assessment of early Swedish-GDR relations, us-
GDR archives indicate that German Peopleshg Swedish and German archives, including
Analysis of secondary accounts and memoirs @ongress (1946-49) fed East Germans’ illusiopapers of Swedish foreign minister (1945-62)
1989 revolution. (Jana Svobodova, “Listopadovaf national unity while quietly advancing sepa-Osten Unden. (Michael Scholz, “Osten Unden
revoluce v ceske literature a tisku” [“The Novem+atism, author reports. (Manfred Overesch, “DDRund die DDR. Schwedische Deutschlandpolitik
ber Revolution in Czech Literature and in theles deutschen Mutterland?” ['GDR: the Germain den fuenfziger Jahren” [‘Osten Unden and the

Czech Press”]Soudobe Dejinyl (1993), 109- Motherland?”],Die Zeit20 (5/20/94). GDR: Sweden’s German Policy in the Fifties”],
118; Oldrich Tuma, “Vzpominky na listopad” VfZ 3 (July 1993), 391-418.)

[“November in Memoirs”],Soudobe Dejing-3 Documentary record of early 1947 meeting in

(1994), 374-80.) Moscow between SED delegation (PieckUsing SED, Stasirecords, historian recounts case

Grotewohl, Fechner, and Ulbricht) and Kremlinof ex-SED Central Committee member Paul
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Merker, expelled from the party and arrested é8ED archives inform reassessment of 1953 EaSED efforts to obtain Yugoslav recognition of
an alleged Western spy in the 1950s; SED pers8erman refugee crisis, contrasting GDR, FRGGDR. (Beate Ihme-Tuchel, “Die Bemuehen der
cution of Merker laid in partto his sympathies foand U.S. perceptions. (Valur IngimundarsonSED um die staatliche Anerkennung durch
Jewish causes. (“Der Geheimprozess” [“ThéCold War Misperceptions: The Communist andlugoslawien 1956/57” [“The Efforts of the SED
Secret Process e Zeit41 (10/14/94), 7-8.) Western Responses to the East German RefugeeYugoslavian State Recogition 1956/57Z1G
Crisisin 1953,'Journal of Contemporary History 8 (Aug. 1994), 695-702.)
More debate on 1952 Stalin Notes: Manfre@9:3 (July 1994), 463-81.)
Kittel, “Genesis einer Legend. Die Discussion Assessment of SED policies toward East German
umdie Stalin-Notenin der Bundesrepublik 1952State of research on June 1953 GDR uprisingouth during climax of Berlin crisis, including
1958") [“Genesis of a Legend: The Stalin Notegllse Spittmann, “Zum 40. Jahrestag des 17.JunUlbricht 8/22/61 speech to SED politburo. (Ulrich
in the German Debate on Reunification, 1952*On the 40th Anniversary of the 17th of June”],Maehlert, “Walter Ulbricht ueber die Aufgaben
1958”), VfZ 3 (July 1993), 355-90; Michael DA 6 (June 1993), 635-9.) On West Berlin’sder FDJ im August 1961” [“Walter Ulbricht on
Gehler, “Kurzvertrag fuer Oesterreich? Diereaction. (Manfred Rexin, “Der 16. un 17.Junthe Duties of the Free German Youth in August
westliche Staatsvertrags-Diplomatie und did€953in West-Berlin” [“The 16th and 17th of Junel961"], DA 8 (Aug. 1994), 890-93.)
Stalin-Noten von 1952” [“Abbreviated Treaty 1953 in West Berlin”] DA 8 (Aug. 1993), 985-
for Austria? West Allied Policy in Light of the 94.) Revolt's consequences for a Soviet financiditing dispute at leading East Berlin university,
Stalin Notes of 1952"V/fZ 2 (April 1994), 243- enterprise. (Heidi Roth, “Die SAG-Betriebe undauthors recount relaxation of GDR internal stric-
79; Gerhard Wettig, “Die Deutschland—Noteder 17.Juni 1953 [“The Soviet Joint Stock Com4ures following Wall’s erection. (Ulrike Bresch
vom 10.Maerz auf der Basis diplomatischer Aktepany Operations and the 17th of June 19934, and Gert Noack, “Freiheit in Socializmus.’ Ein
des russischen Aussenministeriums” [“The Gel5 (May 1993), 531-6.) The uprising in MagdeburgStreitgespraech an der Humboldt-Universitaet zu
many Note of 10 March 1952 on the Basis o&nd details of the case of Ernst Jennrich, executBerlin 1963” [“Freedom in Socialism.” A Dis-
Diplomatic Files from the Russian Foreign Min-on 3/20/54. (Karl Wilhelm Fricke, “Todesstrafepute atthe Berlin Humboldt University in 1963,
istry”], DA 7 (July 1993), 786-805; Elke fuer Magdeburger ‘Provokateur” [“Death Sen-ZfG 7 (July 1993), 605-21.)
Scherstjanoi, “Zur aktuellen Debatte um didence for Magdeburg “Provocateur]A 5 (May
Stalin-Note 1952” [“On the Actual Debate Re-1993), 527-31.) Memoirs of a man who joined th&®eports on case of Herbert Wehner, leading West
garding the Stalin Note of 1952'RA 2 (Feb. Stasi out of high school rather than participatin@erman Social Democrat accused of being Stasi
1994), 181-5; Gerhard Wettig, Elke Scherstjanoin uprising. (Anonymous, “1953 fing alles an....”agent in FRG government. (Klaus Wiegrefe and
in “Neue Gesichtspunkte zur sowjetischen Maer#-It all began in 1953..."|DA 7 (July 1993), 846- Carsten Tessmer, “Deutschlandpolitik in der
Note von 19527?” [“New Points of View on the55.) Events during uprising in GDR district ofKrise. Herbert Wehners Besuch in der DDR
Soviet Note from March 1952?"DA 4 (April  Cottbus. (Andreas Peter, “Der Juni Aufstand in1973" [German Policy in Crisis: Herbert Wehner's
1994), 416-21; Gerhard Wettig, “Stalin and GerBezirk Cottbus” [“The June 1953 Uprising in theVisitin the GDR, 1973"]DA6 (June 1994), 600-
man Reunification: Archival Evidence on SovieCottbus District”], DA 6 (June 1994), 585-94.) 627; “Die SED-Kapagne gegen Herbert Wehner”
Foreign Policy in Spring 1952Historical Jour-  Details of case of Erna Dorn, only woman senf*The SED’s Campaign against Herbert
nal (Cambridge, Eng.) 37:2 (1994), 411-419tenced to death and executed for her part Wehner”],DA 4 (April 1994), 345-54; Hermann
Wettig, “Die Deutschland-Note vom 10. Marzuprising, as well as her previous activity as GeWeber, “Die Taeter-Opfer-Problematik” [“The
1952 nach sowjetischen Akten,Die stapo agent. (Jens Ebert and Insa EschenbaBlerpetrator-Victim Problematic”], DA 8 (August
Deutschlandfrage von der staatlichen TeilungRaedelsfuehrerin’ und ‘SS-Kommandeuse'—1993), 955-61; “Ich bin ohne Nachsicht” [“l am
bis zum Tode Stalina Studien zur Erna Dorn und der 17. Juni 1953.” [Ringleadewithout pity”], Der Spiegel 1/24/94, 20-27;
Deutschlandfrage, Vol. 13 (Berlin: Duncker &and SS-Commander: Erna Dorn and the 17th ¢fange Nacht in der Lubjanka” [‘Long Night in
Humblot, 1994), 83-111. June 1953]PA 6 (June 1994), 595-9; also Ebert.ubyanka”],Der Spiegel1/10/94, 58-64.)
and Eschenbach, edBie Kommandeuse. Erna
Reports on Beria's Germany policy followingDorn zwischen Nationalsozialismus und Kaltenrotocol of August 1976 Honecker-Brezhnev
Stalin’s death: Gerhard Wettig, “Zum Stand deKrieg [The Commander: Erna Dorn—Betweemmeeting, from GDR archives. (Klaus Wiegrefe,
Forschung ueber Berijas Deutschland-Politik infNational Socialism and the Cold War] (Berlin:“Honecker und Brezhnev auf der Krim. Eine
Fruehjahr 1953” [‘On the State of Research obietz Verlag, 1994); on Western diplomacy andufzeichnung ueber das Treffen von 19. August
Beria's Germany Policy in Early 1953'DA 6 the uprising, see Klaus Larres, “Neutralisierund976” [Honecker and Brezhnev in the Crimea. A
(June 1993), 674-82 (andiie Deutschlandfrage oder Westintegration? Churchill, Adenauer, di€’rotocol of the Meeting of the 19th of August
von der staatlichen Teilung bis zum Tode Stalin&SA und der 17. Juni 1953” [Neutralization or1976”], VfZ 4 (Oct. 1993), 589-621.)
Studien zur Deutschlandfrage, Vol. 13 (Berlinintegration with the West? Churchill, Adenauer,
Duncker & Humblot, 1994), 183-205); Wilfriede the USA and the 17th of June 1953A 6 (June Analysis of Honecker years. (Peter Bender, “Der
Otto, “Sowjetische Deutschlandpolitik 1952/1994), 568-85. Letzte deutsche Kommunist” [“The Last German
53—Forschungs-und Wahrheitsprobleme” [“So- Communist”],Die Zeit23 (6/10/94), 5.)
viet German Policy 1952/53—Research anéiccount of 1955 civil disobedience and state
Truth Problems”] DA 8 (Aug. 1993), 948-54; response in the GDR. (Waldemar Kroenig anénalysis of GDR policies toward Conference on
“Der Berija Plan und ein chiffriertes TelegrammKlaus-Dieter Mueller, “Der Greifswalder Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).
Hermann Axen ueber die deutschlandpolitisch8tudentenstreik 1955” [“The 1955 Greifswald(Hans Voss, “Die Konferenz fuer Sicherheit und
Problematik im Jahre 1953. Auszuege aus eine@tudent Strike”] DA 5 (May 1994), 517-25.) Zusammenarbeit in Europa und die DDR” [“The
Gespraech mit Prof. Dr. Harald Neubert” [“The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
Beria Plan and a Ciphered Telegram: Hermar®cientists’ part in GDR brain-drain of '50s re-rope and the GDR"EfG 12 (Dec. 1993), 1061-
Axen on the Problem of Germany in 1953: Exeounted. (John Connelly, “Zur ‘Republikflucht’ 70.) For another look at the GDR and CSCE,
cerpts from a Conversation with Prof. Dr. Haraldon DDR-Wissenschaftlern in den fuenfzigethased on SED archives, see Erhard Crome and
Neubert”],Neues Deutschlané/25/93. Jahren” [‘On the Flight of Scientists from theJochen Franzke, “Die SED-Fuehrung und die
GDRinthe 1950s"ZfG4 (April 1994), 331-52.) Wiener KSZE-Konferenz 1986-1989"[“The SED



UpPDATE o7

Leadership and the Vienna CSCE Process 198Bieck-Aufzeichnungen zur DeutschlandpolititUnbekannte Kapitel der DDR-Geschiclize-
1989”], DA 8 (Aug. 1993), 905-914. 1945-1953Wilhelm Pieck—Notes on German cline in Installments: Unknown Chapters of East
Policy 1945-1953] (Berlin: Akademie Verlag German History] (Munich: C. Bertelsmann
Notes found in GDR archive of 10-11 Nov. 1986GmbH, 1994); Hans-Adolf Jacobsen and/erlag, 1993); Manfred HageBDR—Juni '53:
socialist bloc conference in which GorbacheWieczylaw Tomala, edsBonn-Warschau 1945- Die erste Volkserhebung im Stalinisf@®R—
privately broke from Brezhnev doctrine, affirm-1991. Die deutsch-polnischen Beziehungedune'53: The FirstPeople’s Uprising in Stalinism]
ing “independence of the party in each countryAnalyse und DokumentatiofBonn-Warsaw (Stuttgart: Steiner Verlag, 1992); Roger Engel-
their right to make sovereign decisions, their owtt945-1991: German-Polish Relations: Analysesiann and Paul ErkerAnnaeherung und
responsibility toward their own people,” and statand Documentation] (Cologne: Verlag WissenAbgrenzung: Aspekte deutsch-deutscher
ing that the USSR would not intervene to keepchaft, 1992); A.M. Filitovihe German Ques- Beziehungen 1956-19¢Advances and Separa-
socialist leaderships in power. (Reprinted wittion: From Division to UnityMoscow: Interna- tion: Aspects of German-German Relations from
commentary by Daniel Kuechenmeister and Gerdional Relations, 1993); Thomas Baumabas 1956-1969] (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1994); Karl
Ruediger StephaiZfG 8 (Aug. 1994), 713-21.) Verhaeltnis der KPD und der amerikanischerschirdewanAufstand Gegen UlbriciRevolu-
Besatzungsmachtin Deutschland 1945-J948 tion Against Ulbricht] (Berlin: Aufbau
Analysis of Gorbachev’s policies on GermarRelationship between the German Communi§taschenbuch Verlag, 1994); Jochen Stdaut,
unification, using transcripts and correspondendearty and the American Occupation Forces igeheime Westpolitik der SED 1960-197Tbe
from SED archivesto illuminate his contacts wittGermany 1945-1949] (Mannheim: UniversitaeSecret SED Policies Toward the West 1960-
Honecker. (Hannes Adomeit, ““Midwife of His- Mannheim, 1994); Bruno Thos&olksarmee 1970] (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1993); Timo-
tory’ or ‘Sorcerer's Apprentice’? Gorbachev,schaffen—ohne Geschrei!! Studien zu dethy Garton Ash)n Europe’s Name: Germany
German Unification and the Collapse of Empire’Anfaengen einer “verdeckten Aufruestung in deand the Divided ContinerfNew York: Random
(forthcoming inPost-Soviet Affairs) SBZ/DDR 1945-199Provide a People’s Army— House, 1993); A. James McAdanGermany
without Clamor!! Studies on the Beginnings of Divided: From the Wall to Reunification
German translation of two documents from CPSWdoncealed Rearmament in the Soviet OccupatidRrinceton University Press, 1993); Markus
CC archives dealing with Soviet relations withiZzone of the GDR from 1945-1952] (Munich: Meckel and Martin Gutzeit, ed€pposition in
the PDS, hand-over of SED archives t@ldenbourg Verlag, 1994); Joerg FischderDDR.Zehn Jahrekirchliche Friedensarbeit—
Bundesarchiv, authored by Valentin Falin (LOReparationen nach dem Zweiten WeltkfRgpa- kommentierte Quellentex{®pposition in the
18/90) and Nikolai Portugalov (3/13/91). (Verarations after the Second World War] (Munich.GDR: Ten Years of the Church Peace Move-
Ammer, trans., “Streng geheim!” [“Top Secret!”], Verlag C.H. Beck, 1992); Rainer Karls¢tllein ment—Source Texts with Comments] (Cologne:
DA 2 (Feb. 1994), 222-4)) bezahlt? Die Reparationsleistungen der SBZRund Verlag, 1994); Daniel Kuechenmeister,
DDR 1945-1953Paid Alone? The Payment ofeds., Honecker-Gorbatschow. Vieraugen-
Publications: Manfred Wilke, Peter Erler, HorstReparations in the Soviet Occupation Zone/GDRBespraechgHonecker-Gorbachev: Four Face-
Laude, eds.,'Nach Hitler kommen wir.” 1945-1953] (Berlin: Ch. Links Verlag, 1993);to-Face Talks] (Berlin, 1993); Manfred
Dokumente zur Programmatik der MoskaueBert BeckerDie DDR und Grossbritannien 1945/ Goertemaker,Unifying Germany 1989-1990
KPD-Fuehrung 1944/45 fuer Nachkriegs-1949 bis 1973. Politische, wirtschaftliche undNew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994); Leopold
deutschland“After Hitler We Come”: Docu- kulturelle Kontakte im Zeichen der Nichtaner-Spira, Kommunismus adieu. Eine ideologische
ments on the Program of the Moscow KPD LeadkennungspolitiklThe GDR and Great Britain Biographie [Goodbye Communism: An ideo-
ership from 1944-45 for Germany after the Warfrom 1945/49 to 1973: Political, Economic, andogical Biography] (Wien/Zurich: Europaverlag,
(Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1994); GerhardCultural Contacts as a Symbol of the Non-recodt992); Andreas Herbst, Winfried Ranke, and
Keiderling, ed.,“Gruppe Ulbricht” in Berlin  nition Policy] (Bochum: Universitaetsverlag, Juergen WinklerSo funkioniert die DDR. Band
April bis Juni 1945. Von den Vorbereitungen inl991); Wilfried Loth,Stalins ungeliebtes Kind: I: Lexikon der Institutionen und Organisationen;
Sommer 1944 bis zur Wiedergruendung der KPB/arum Moskau die DDR nicht wollf8talin’'s  Band II: Lexikon der Person€i®o Functioned
im Juni 1945[The “Ulbricht Group” in Berlin unloved Child: Why Moscow Didn’'t Want the the GDR: Volume I: Lexicon of Institutions and
from April-June 1945: From the Early PreparaGDR] (Berlin: Rowohlt-Berlin Verlag GmbH, Organizations; Volume Il: Lexicon of Persons]
tions in the Summer of 1944 until the Re-Found1994); Elke Scherstjanoi, etRProvisorium fuer (Reinbek: Rohwohlt Verlag, 1994); Eberhard
ing of the KPD in 1945] (Berlin: Verlag Arno laengstens ein Jahr.” Protokoll des KolloquiumsSchneideie politische Funkionselite der DDR.
Spitz GmbH. Berlin, 1993); Guenter Benser an®ie Gruendung der DDR'Provisionary for a Eine empirische Studie zur DDR-Nomenklatura
Hans-Joachim Krusch, eddbokumente zur Year at the Longest.” The Protocol of the Collo{The Political Elites of the GDR: An Emprical
Geschichte der kommunistischen Bewegung gquium on the Founding of the GPRBerlin:  Study of the SED Nomenclature] (Wiesbaden:
Deutschland, Bd. 1: Protokolle des Secretariatékademie Verlag, 1993); Michael Franzke, ed Westdeutscher Verlag, 1994).
des ZK der KPD Juli 1945 bis April 194Bocu- Die ideologische Offensive. Ernst Bloch, SED
ments on the Communist Movementin Germanynd Universitaet[The Ideological Offensive: Stasi/espionage developments/publications
Part 1: Protocols of the Central Committee of thErnst Bloch, the SED, and the University]
German Communist Party from July 1945 tdLeipzig: Leipziger Universitaetsverlag o.J.,Author recounts kidnapping of over 400 West
April 1946] (Munich, 1993); Alexander Fischer,1993); Juergen Kocka and Martin Sabrow, edsGermans from 1949-64 by Stasi’s secret “Section
ed., Studien zur Geschichte der SBZ/DDRDie DDR als Geschicht¢Berlin: Akademie VIII.” (Joachim Nawrocki, “Die Macht der
(Schriftenreihe der Gesellschaft fuer Deutschland/erlag, 1994); Hartmut Kaelbe, Juergen KockaArbeiterklasse reicht ueber alle Grenzen” [“The
forschung 38) [Studies on the History of theHartmut Zwahr, edsSozialgeschichte der DDR Power of the Working Class Reaches over all
Soviet Zone/GDR: Series of the Society for RefSocial History of the GDR] (Stuttgart, 1994); Borders”],Die Zeit32 (8/12/94), 16.)
search on Germany 38] (Berlin: Verlag DunckebDietmar Keller, Hans Modrow, Herbert Wolf,
& Humbolt, 1993); Norman M. Naimarkhe eds.ANsichten zur Geschichte der DIDHews Reporton characteristics of Stasiinformers, drawn
Soviet Occupation of Germafyambridge, MA.: onthe History of the GOJRBand 1 (Bonn/Berlin: from secret 1962 survey. (Jens Gieseke, “Die
Harvard University Press, forthcoming in 1995)Verlag Matthias Kirchner, 1993); Armin Mitter Hauptamtlichen 1962. Zur Personalstruktur des
Rolf Badstubner and Wilfried Loth, ed#/jlhelm and Stefan Wolle,Untergang auf Raten. Ministeriums fuer Staatsicherheit” [“The Main
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Officials 1962: On the Personal Structure of theebut CDU charges he advocated recognizingpntra BRD. Wie Deutsche gegen Deutsche
Ministry of State Security,DA 9 (Sept. 1994), GDR citizenship in talks with GDR officials in spionierten[The GDR against the FRG: How

940-53.) 1980s. Sueddeutsche Zeitufiglunich), 2/8/94, Germans spied against Germans] (Munich: Scherz
4, in FBIS-WEU-94-027 (2/9/94), 31.) Verlag, 1994); Michael Beleites)ntergrund.
Federal Office of Criminal Investigation report Ein Konflikt mit der Stasi in der Uran-Provinz

discloses evidence of 24 secret meetings bé&x-Free Democratic Party official JohanngUnderground: A Conflict with the Stasi in the
tween Stasi, Red Army Faction in 1978-84; 69-Olbrich sentenced to 2.5 years in prison for spydran Province] (Berlin: BasisDruck Verlag,
page, Aug. 1992 report prepared in connectioing on FDP for GDR from 1969-85. (DDP/ADN, 1993).
with prosecution of ex-StasiagenBid Welt9/  2/25/94, in FBIS-WEU-94-041 (3/2/94), 29.)
12/92, in FBIS-WEU-92-179 (9/15/92), 16.) Archives Developments:

Former Berlin SPD deputy Bodo Thomas and
Berlin Administrative Court issues mixed deci-wife charged with spying for Stasi. (DDP/ADN, Deutschland Archivand Arbeitsbereich DDR-
sion in suit by Brandenburg Minister Presidenin FBIS-WEU-94-041 (3/2/94), 29.) Geschichte, Center for European Social Research,
Stolpe seeking to bar head of government agency Mannheim University, to publish “Aktuelles aus
investigating Stasi from “making public value Ex-Stasi chief Mielke denies knowledge of 1983ler DDR-Forschung,” to inform scholars and
judgments” about persons suspected of past Stamdmbing of French cultural institute in Berlin,research institutions of historical research on the
ties.(Frankfurter Allgemeings/4/93, 4,in FBIS-  despite evidence in Stasifiles that spy agency wsmer GDR. For information, to receive a news-

WEU-93-113 (6/15/93), 40-41.) informed. Berliner Zeitung 26-27 March 1994, letter, and to “register” research projects, contact:
in FBIS-WEU-94-060 (3/29/94), 13.) Herr Ulrich Maehlert, Arbeitsbereich DDR-
Chancellor Helmut Kohl says he favors destruc- Geschichte, Mannheimer Zentrum fuer

tion of Stasi files. (AFP dispatch, 11/15/93.) Possible Stasi role in Dec. 1988 bombing of PaBuropaische Sozialforschung der Universitaet
Am 103 probed. (“A Web With Many Spiders,” Mannheim, 68131 Mannheim, Germany (tel.:
Joachim Gauck, head of commission on Stadder Spiegel4/18/94, 92-97, in FBIS-WEU-94- (0621) 292-8472; fax: (0621) 292-8435; e-mail:
archives, discusses arrangements for making filé¥75 (4/19/94), 8-12.) maehlert@mzes.sowi.uni-mannheim.de. Also
available. Der Spiegeb2 (12/27/93).) seeDA 7 (July 1994), 671-2.
Interview with Klaus-Dietmar Henke, head, Edu-
Massive Stasi files yield rich historical record,cation and Research Department subordinated$airvey of conditions for research in various former
pose vexing political questions. (Kjell Engelbrekt,the federal commissioner for the Archives of th&DR archives, and comments on situation for
“The StasiRevisited," RFE/RL Research Report State Security Service of the former GDR. (Kjeltesearch in Moscow. (Hermann Weber, “Die
2:46 (11/19/93), 19-24.) Engelbrekt, “Germany’s Experience with8tasi  Aktuelle Situation in den Archiven fuer die
Archives,” RFE/RL Research Repd®t18 (5/6/ Erforschung der DDR-Geschichte” [“The Actual
Investigators in Stasi files buried by an “ava-94), 11-13.) Commentary by Henk&rgnk- Situation of the Archives for Research on East
lanche” of discoveries of treason, minister infurter Allgemeine Zeitundl2/1/93.) German History”] DA 7 (July 1994), 690-99.)
parliamentary inquiry says; more than 2,000
leads being followed, many prosecutions exClues in Stasi archives helped lead U.S. authoiGyril Buffet, Guide des Archives d’Allemagne de
pected; extent of spying estimated. (“A Susties to arrest CIA agent Aldrich H. Ames onl’Est [Guide to the East German Archives] (Ber-
pected PeopleDer Spiege(Hamburg) 23, 6/7/ charges of spying for Soviet intelligence, sourcef: Centre Franco-Allemand de Recherches en
93, 32-34, in FBIS-WEU-93-113 (6/15/93), 41-said. (Walter Pincus, R. Jeffrey Smith and Pierr8ciences Sociales, Schiffbauerdamm 19, 10117
43.) Based on Stasi files, chief federal prosecuFhomas, “East German Files Helped in Ame8Berlin).
tor expected to initiate mass proceedings againstrrest,” WP, 3/6/94, Al, A6.)
so-far unexposed GDR spiesin FRG. (DPA, 7/2/ U.S. hand-over to German control of Berlin Docu-
93, in FBIS-WEU-93-130 (7/9/93), 34.) Publications: Karl Wilhelm FrickeVifS Intern: mentation Center containing captured Nazi ar-
Macht, Strukturen, Aufloesung der DDR-chives stirs controversy. (Gerald Posner, “Letter
Rainer Mueller, FRG ambassador to Gabon, iStaatssicherheifinside the Stasi: The Power,from Berlin: Secrets of the File§'he New Yorker
arrested on charges of spying for the Stasi sincgtructures, and Dissolution of the GDR'’s Stat&0:4 (3/14/94), 39-47.)
1974. 8ild, cited in DDP/ADN, 1/6/94,in FBIS- Security Ministry] (Cologne: Verlag Wissenschaft
WEU-94-005 (1/7/94), 14.) und Politik, 1991); David Gill and Ulrich Ex-GDR officials form “Society for Legal and
Schroeteas Ministerium fuer Staatssicherheit: Humanitarian Support” to aid those allegedly
Ex-SPD senior official Karl Wienand suspectedAnatomie des Mielke-ImperiurfiBhe Ministry persecuted because of past SED activiisartk-
of working for both Stasi and KGB in what could of State Security: An Anatomy of Mielke’s Em-furter Allgemeing5/24/93, 5, in FBIS-WEU-93-
be “greatest case of treason” in FRG historypire] (Hamburg: Rohwolt, 1991); Rita Selitrenny110 (6/10/93), 21-22.)
newspaper reports; Wienand denies all chargeand Thilo WeichertDas unheimliche Erbe: Die

(Bela Anda and Kai Diekmann, “Was He theSpionage abteilung der Stafihe Espionage Hungary
Super Spy?'Bild (Hamburg), 1/15/94, 1-2, in Department of the Stasi] (Leipzig: Forum Verlag,
FBIS-WEU-94-011 (1/18/94), 21-22.) 1991); Andreas Kabu#uftrag Windrose: Der On 22-23 Oct 1993, gatherings are held across the

militarische Geheimdienst der DORperation country to the mark the 37th anniversary of the
Suspicion of GDR spies in Federal IntelligencéVNindrose: The Military Secret Service of thel956 revolt; justice minister calls for trial of
Service (BND), fed by evidence in Stasi files,GDR] (Berlin: Verlag Neues Leben, 1994); Tinacommunists guilty of repressiofREE/RL News
raising tensions Hocus(Munich), 1/31/94, 36- Krone, Irena Kukutz, and Henry Leid&/enn Briefs 2:44 (25-29 Oct 1993), 9-10.) Justice
38, in FBIS-WEU-94-037 (2/24/94), 25-26.)  Wir Unsere Akten Lesen: Handbuch zum Umgarndinistry official tells press conference on 22 Nov

mit den STASI-Aktefiwhen Reading Our Files: 1993 that more than 1,000 people were killed
SDP chair Rudolf Scharping says he will requesf Handbook for the Study of Stasi Files] (Berlin:during 1956 revolution between 10/23/56 and 12/
and publish all Stasi records about himself tBasisdruck Verlag, 1993); Ferdinand KODRR  28/56 when special units fired into unarmed pro-
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testers. RFE/RL News Brief2:48 (22-26 Nov Events in Poland in 1981 New and Newest and afterward, scholar argues. (John W. Garver,
1993), 13.) Mass grave discovered on Budapeldistory, Jan.-Feb. 1994, 84-105.) Gen. JaruzelskiPolemics, Paradigns, Responsibility, and the
Expo site containing 50 skeletons, mostly oin interviews, comments on 1981 events, Susla®rigins of the U.S.-PRC Confrontation in the
young people; officials date it to between WorldCommission documentsRgeczpospolitéVar-  1950s,"The Journal of America-East Asian Re-
War Il and 1956. (Hungarian Radio, 1/13/94saw), 25-26 Sept 1993, 6-7 Nov 1993, and 5-#ations3:1 (Spring 1994), 1-34.)

cited in RFE/RL News Brief8:4 (10-21 Jan Mar 1994, in FBIS-EEU-94-045 (3/8/94), 26-33;

1994), 18.) In first arrests ever connected t¥. Shutkevich, “Il Wouldn’t Have Given the Or- U.S. and Chinese scholars use newly-available
crushing of 1956 revolution, Budapest Attorneyer to Fire on Parliament,Komsomolskaya evidence to compare Beijing’s and Moscow’s
General's office announces arrest of “a numbd®ravda (Moscow), 12/14/93.) GDR archival perceptions of 1954-55 Offshore Islands crisis.
of persons” in massacre of eight persons in uvidence on East Berlin policy on 1980-81 PolisfHe Di and Gordon Chang, “The Absence of War
armed crowd in Egeron 12/12/5BRRE/RL News events published by team from Free Universityin the U.S. China Confrontation over Quemoy-
Briefs 3:7 (7-11 Feb 1994), 17-18.) HungariarBerlin. (Manfred Wilke, Reinhardt Gutsche,Matsu in 1954-1955: Contingency, Luck, Deter-
militia members accused of firing into unarmedvichael Kubina, “Die SED-Fuehrung und dierence?”American Historical Revie®w8:5 (Dec.
crowd in city of Salgotarjan on 12/8/56, killing Unterdrueckung der polnischen Oppositions1993), 1500-24.)

46, deny guilt before Budapest District Courbewegung 1980/81" [“The SED Leadership and

hearing. (MT], cited iRFE/RL News Brief3:28 the Repression of the Polish Opposition MoveNew evidence indicates far higher death toll than

(5-8 July 1994), 13.) ment 1980-81"],German Studies RevieWl:1 previously believed in Mao’s Great Leap For-
(Feb. 1994), 105-52.) ward (1958-60) and Cultural Revolution (1966-
Government declassifies significant proportion 76). (Daniel Southerland, “Repression’s Higher

of Council of Ministers’ documents from 1944-Parliamentary (Sejm) Constitutional Responsifoll,” WP, 7/17/94, and “A Nightmare Leaves
60 period; some documents to remain secret duility Commission votes on April 6 against charg-Scars, Questions\WP, 7/18/94.)

foreign policy, national security, or privacying ex-President Jaruzelski and ex-Internal Af-

grounds. (MTI (Budapest), 5/26/94, in FBIS-fairs Minister Czeslaw Kiszczak for ordering theChinese Historian®:1 (Spring 1993) contains

EEU-94-103-A (5/27/94), 13.) destruction of Politburo minutes from 1982-89two articles relevant to cold war historians: Zhang

Jaruzelski admits ordering their destruction iii, “Peng Dehuai and China’s Entry into the

Poland December 1989 because they were allegedly “uKorean War,” pp. 1-29; and Shi Zhe, trans. by

reliable” as historical document®KE/RL News Chen Jian, “With Mao and Stalin: The Reminis-

English translations and original facsimiles oBriefs3:15 (5-8 April 1994), 15.) cences of Mao’s Interpreter: Part I1: Liu Shaoqgiin
Soviet documents on Katyn massacre provided Moscow,” pp. 67-90. Contacthinese Histori-

by Russian president Yeltsin to Polish presider@ontroversy over Yeltsin's claim in new bookansc/o Prof. Chen Jian, Dept. of History, SUNY-

Walesa in Oct. 1992, plus introduction, annotathat he gave KGB reports on Solidarity to Wales@&eneseo, Geneseo, NY 14454, USA.

tion, and bibliographyKATYN: Documents of during August 1993 visit to Warsaw. (Warsaw

Genocide ed. by Wojciech Materski, intro. by Third Program Radio Network, 2100 GMT, 5/25/Society for Study of Chinese History of the

Janusz K. Zawodny (Warsaw: Institute of Politi94, in FBIS-EEU-94-102 (5/26/94), 16-17.)People’s Republic of Chinafoundedto “adhere to

cal Studies, Polish Academy of Sciences, 1993)Valesa representatives deny he concealed atine party’s basic line and systematically study the
materials, blames “misunderstanding.” (Warsawistory” of the PRC “under the leadership of the

Archives of USSR Academy of Sciences’ Insti-TVP Television First Program Network, 1730Communist Party of China and under the guid-

tute of Slavic Studies show political pressure o&MT, 5/29/94, in FBIS-EEU-94-104 (5/31/94),ance of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong Thought

scholars in 1948-52 to revise Soviet historiograd7; Warsaw PAP, 6/8/94, in FBIS-EEU-94-111-and Comrade Deng Xiaoping’s theory on build-

phy on Poland to conform with Stalinist foreignA (6/9/94), 11.) For passage in question, sdag socialism with Chinese characteristics.”

policy. (Elizabeth Kridl Valkenier, “Stalinizing Boris Yeltsin, The Struggle for Russidrans. (Guangming Riba@Beijing), 12/11/92,in JPRS-

Polish Historiography: What Soviet ArchivesCatherine A. Fitzpatrick (New York: Times CAR-93-011 (2/11/93), 9.)

Disclose,”East European Politics and SocietiesBooks, 1994), 139.

7:1 (Winter 1993), 109-134.) The following free publications are available
Books: Wojiech Jaruzelskivlein Leben fuer from the Center for Pacific Asia Studies;

Using Polish, Russian, and GDR archives, histd?olen. ErinnerungefMy Love for Poland: Mem- Stockholm University; S-106 91; Stockholm,

rian traces Gomulka’'s views on German issuesirs] (Munich: Piper Verlag, 1993). Sweden; tel.: +46 8-16 28 97; fax: +46 8-16 88
(Markus Krzoska, “Wladyslaw Gomulka und 10: Michael Schoenhal$CP Central Docu-
Deutschland,Zeitschrift fuer Ostforschurjgour- Romania ments from the Cultural Revolution: Index to an
nal for East Research] 2 (1994), 174-213.) Incomplete Data BaséCenter for Pacific Asia

New head of Romanian Intelligence Service (SRBtudies at Stockholm University, Working Paper
Right-wing student groups demand release a&fys “each citizen should be granted access to B8, August 1993); “W. Woody” (ed. and trans. by
secret police files on murder of opposition activer her Securitate file” and that Securitate filedichael SchoenhalsJhe Cultural Revolutionin
ist Stanislaw Pyjas in 1977 after prosecutioshould not be kept in SRI archives any mordnner Mongolia: Extracts from an Unpublished
closes investigation of slaying, citing obstructior{Adevarul(Bucharest), 10/15/93, in FBIS-EEU-History (Center for Pacific Asia Studies at

by ministry. (PAP, cited iiRFE/RL News Briefs 93-201 (10/20/93), 30-31.) Stockholm University, Occasional Paper 20, De-
3:10 (28 Feb-4 Mar 1994), 11.) cember 1993)

People’s Republic of China
Newly-declassified Soviet documents on 1980- Prof. Schoenhals also informs:

81 Polish crisis (Suslov Commission documentd)lew evidence from East-bloc archives vindi- * An edited English-language translation of
are published, including Politburo minutes andates traditional view of PRC threats to U.S. the unpublished memoirs of former CCP
Brezhnev-Jaruzelski telephone transcriptinterests, rather than mutual “misperception,” as Politburo ghost-writer Wang Li—who par-
(“Documents from the Suslov Commission:icausing hostility between two nations in 1949 ticipated in drafting the Chinese “polemics”
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against the CPSU in the early 1960s—will sis of materials. (Kim Hak-joon, “Russian Ar-

be published with an introduction in a forth-
coming issue of the journ&hinese Law
and Governmenpublished by M.E. Sharpe
Inc., Armonk, NY.

YELTSIN DIRECTIVE
chives on Origins of Korean Warnlorea Focus continued from page 89
on Current Topic®:5 (Sept.-Oct. 1994), 22-31, Rosarkhiv; Korotkov, A. V.—Director of the Archive

from Shin Dong-A MonthlySept. 1994.) of the President of the Russian Federation;
Krayushkin, A. A.—Chief of a Directorate of the

* China’s Central Archive has published a North Korea Institute of International Affairs saysFederal Service of Counterintelligence of Russia;

large seven-volume 5,200-page author in- Japan was “directly involved” in the war agains
dex to its holdings of documents from the Korea in the 1950s, including germ warfare
Chinese Communistrevolution (1921-1949) (Pyongyang KCNA in English, 0403 GMT 6/24/

under the titleZhongyang Dang’anguan
Guancang Geming Lishi Ziliao Zuozhe
Pianming Suoyin(Beijing: Zhongyang

ebedev, |. V.—Chief of the Historical Documenta-
tion Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Russia; Raushenbakh, B. V.—Head of the Fac-
ulty of Theoretical Mechanics at the Moscow Physi-
cal-Technical Institute, and Member of the Russian

Academy of Sciences; Sevost'yanov, G. N.—Deputy
North Korean commentary accuses US oflaunclicademic Secretary for the Division of History,

94, in FBIS-EAS-94-122 (6/24/94), 18.)

Wenxian Chubanshe, 1990). Copies for sale ing Korean War in June 1950. (“Provokers’ ConRyssian Academy of Sciences; Semin, Yu. N.—

in selected state-run bookshops in Beijing.

Publications: Deborah A. Kapl®reams of a

Red Factory: The Legacy of High Stalinism in

fession, Witnesses’ Testimony,” Pyongyang Kochief of the Historical-Archival and Military-Me-
rean Central Broadcasting Network, 6/26/94, itmorial Center of the General Staff of the Armed
FBIS-EAS-94-123 (6/27/94).) Forces of the Russian Federation; and Surkov, A.
P.—Assistant to the Director of the Administration

China (Oxford University Press, 1994); QiangSoviet leaders learned as early as 1985 that Nortii the President of the Russian Federation.
Zhai, The Dragon, the Lion, and the Eagle:Korea was attempting to develop nuclear weap-

Chinese-British-American Relations, 1949-1958ns, causing Moscow to withdraw most adviser

(Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 1994)according to Vladimir Kumachev, adviser to di-
Shu Guang Zhandpeterrence and Strategic rector of Russia’s Institute of National Security

Culture: Chinese-American Confrontations,and Strategic Research. (AFP, 2/14/94, in RFE

1949-1958Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, RL News Briefs 3:8 (14-18 Feb 1994), 2.)
1992); Li Zhisui,The Private Life of Chairman

Mao, trans. by Tai Hung-Chao, fwd. by AndrewKGB chief Vladimir Kryuchkov secretly reported
J. Nathan, ed. asst. Anne F. Thurston (New Yorko Soviet leaders in 1990 that North Korea ha
Random House, 1994).
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tional Center for Scholars in Washington, D.

The Cold War International History Proje¢
was established at the Woodrow Wilson Intera-

~
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L.,

in 1991 with the help of the John D. and Catherjne

0T, MacArthur Foundation. The project suppofts

successfully developed a nuclear device but hadhe full and prompt release of historical matefri-
not tested it “in order to conceal from the world als by governments on all sides of the Cold War,
public and international monitoring organiza{ and seeks to disseminate new information #nd
tions.” (Izvestia 6/24/94, 4, in FBIS-SOV-94- | perspectives on Cold War history emerging from
previously inaccessible sources on “the other

Newly-released Russian documents illuminat&22 (6/24/94), 11-12; als&onhap, 6/24/94,
Soviet role in origins and course of Korean wariting Sankei Shimbun quotirigvestig in FBIS-
English translations of 11 documents, includingAS-94-122 (6/24/94), 31.)

correspondence between Stalin and Kim Il Sung,

plus scholarly analysis and annotation by autholl. Yung Chung,Korea and Russia: Toward the
(Kathryn Weathersby, “The Soviet Role in the21st CenturySeoul: Sejong Institute, 1992), in-
Early Phase of the Korean War: New Documereludes two articles by Russian scholars usin
tary Evidence, The Journal of American-East archival evidence to assess USSR policies ¢
Asian Relation2:4 (Winter 1993), 425-58.)

Authoritarianism: Kim's Ransom,The New
Yorker69:48 (1/31/94), 32-41.)

during visit to Moscow. (Moscow Mayak Radio
Network, 6/2/94, in FBIS-SOV-94-106 (6/2/94),
4-5; Yonhap(Seoul), 6/2/94, in FBIS-SOV-94-

“open themto the public.Ylonghap 6/10/94, in

among DPRK, PRC, and USSR leaders from

and Stalin agreed a month latefothap, 6/11/

side”-the former Communist bloc—through p

advisory committee chaired by Prof. Willia

gCongress); Prof. Warren |. Cohen (U. of Mal

lications, fellowships, and scholarly meetings
and conferences. The project is overseen by an

Taubman (Amherst C.) and consisting of Michael
Beschloss; Dr. James Billington (Librarian pf

North, South Korea: Eugene Bazhanov, “Sovidt and/BaItnmpre); 79l Sl TS R R (O B
. , U./Athens); Dr. Samuel F. Wells, Jr. (Deputy
Policy towards South Korea Under Gorbachev| ~: . .

. . , . . “ Director, Wilson Center); and Prof. Shar¢n
History offers clues to Kim Il Sung’s handling of61-109, and Natalia Bazhanov, “North Korea aanoIchik (George Washington U.). Within the
nuclear crisis. (Michael Shapiro, “Annals ofSeoul-Moscow Relations,” 315-52. Wilson Center, CWIHP is under the Division f

o ) International Studies, headed by Dr. Robert S.
PubllcatlonSZ Sel’gel N. GOnCharOV, John W. |_|twak’ and is directed by Dr. James G.
LeWiS, and Xue LitaiUncertain Partners: Stalin, Hershberg. Readers are invited to submit |ar-
ROK President Kim Young-sam receives RusMao, and the Korean Wa(Stanford: Stanford | ticles, letters, and Update items to tRelletin.
sian archival documents from President Yeltsibuniversity Press, 1993). Publication of articles does not constitute
CWIHP’s endorsement of authors’ views. Cdp-
Cuba ies available free on request.
106 (6/2/94), 5-6.) ROK Foreign Ministry vowsBook by Cuban general examines CIA activitief Cold War International History ProjeBulletin
to translate Russian documents by June 25 aadainst Cuba from 1959 revolution to Bay of Pigf 'SSue 4 (Fall 1994)
in April 1961: Gen. Fabian Escalan@yba: La | Woodrow Wilson Center
FBIS-EAS-94-112 (6/10/94), 32.) ROK ForeignGuerra Secreta de la ClACuba: The CIA's \1/\(/)00h_JeffersoS Er“’zed;(\)’v'
Ministry says Russian documents include oveBecret War]. Prensa Latina(Havana), 3/10/94, Te?s' ?3502'57'2567- Eo.: (202) 3574439
600 pages of over 200 items, including messagesFBIS-LAT-94-047-A (3/10/94), 13.) 5 () ) it e )
- - . . .. | Editor: James G. Hershberg
Jan. 1949-Oct. 1950, Sqwet warplans dat_m@ecret, at_)ortl\_/e U.S.-C_uban dialogue in mid-"70p a¢sqciate Editors: P.J. Simmons, Bonnie Tertgll,
from May 1950, and materials showing that Kinto normalize ties described. (Peter Kornbluh andStephen Connors
requested Soviet support for the war in Jan. 199%mes G. Blight, “Dialogue with Castro: A Hid-| Researchers: Daniel Rozas, Amanda Bichkel,
den History,”The New York Review of Bookg Benjamin Aldrich-Moodie, Lena Milman, Mar
Doctoroff, Michelle King

94, in FBIS-EAS-94-116 (6/16/94), 32.) Analy-41:16 (10/6/94), 45-9.)
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