
Note by Lech Walesa Regarding Further Procedure of Talks, 
 
[not dated] 
  
A note regarding further procedures of talks 
 
 The organization of the “Roundtable” talks has not been, as yet, precisely defined. 
Preliminary arrangements are needed very quickly. In particular, I am expecting a 
response to the following questions: 
 1) How large a team is going to participate in the general debates of the 
Roundtable? 
 2) What persons and representatives of what organizations have been invited or 
are going to be invited? 
 3) What is the preliminary estimate of the duration of the Roundtable (what is 
meant here is the time estimate of the “first session,” ending with decisions)? 
 4) How large are the working groups going to be? From my part I am already 
proposing to define the agenda for the working groups, namely (in brackets I give the 
names of my plenipotentiaries for the particular teams) 
 1/ Union pluralism (T. Mazowiecki) 
 2/ Economic questions (A. Wielowieyski) 
 3/ Social pluralism (K. Szaniawski) 
 4/ Political reform (B. Geremek) 
 5/ Law and the judicial system (J. Olszewski) 
 6/ Agriculture and agricultural union (A. Stelmachowski) 
 7/ Mining questions (A. Pietrzyk) 
 
 Following these preliminary explanations it will be possible to set the date of the 
first meeting. 
 
[signed by Lech Walesa] 
 
[Source: Andrzej Stelmachowski Papers;. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 
 



Note from A. S. Kapto, A. S. Pavlov, and Ye. Z. Razumov to the CC CPSU 
 
 In connection with the aggravation of the political situation in the Georgian SSR 
we consider it advisable to send the following recommendations to local Party 
committees (attached). 
 We request your agreement. 
 A. Kapto Ye. Razumov A. Pavlov 
  
To the CP CC’s of union republics, kray, and oblast’ Party committees 

 
 The aggravation of the political situation in the Georgian SSR which is noted in 
the TASS report of 10 April again shows the entire importance of timely preventive 
measures on the part of local Party, government, and law enforcement bodies. The CC 
CPSU directs the attention of the CP CC’s of union republics, kray, and oblast’ Party 
committees to the need for a deep and comprehensive analysis of the situation which has 
unfolded in each region and the implementation of effective work to put an end to various 
kinds of antisocial manifestations. 
 Party committees and primary Party organizations ought to ensure high political 
vigilance, not permit complacency and lack of principle in evaluating extremism and 
nationalism, decisively put an end to any fabrications directed at undermining the 
foundations of the state, and not ignore any instance of illegal actions. 
 It is necessary to more diligently improve mass political work in labor collectives 
and the population’s places of residence. Sound out the mood of the people sensitively, 
react quickly to their needs and requests, and root out bureaucratism and red tape. Pay 
special attention to the organization of educational work among the student population. 
Mobilize all Party, government, and Komsomol activists for these purposes. Increase the 
responsibility of leadership cadre for the political situation in each collective and their 
personal participation in educational work and public speeches before workers and youth. 
 The CC CPSU stresses the exceptionally important role and responsibility of the 
mass media for an objective treatment of the processes which are occurring and the 
correct formation of public opinion. 
 It is necessary to concentrate the attention of law enforcement bodies on the 
adoption of timely and decisive measures directed at people committing violations of 
socialist law, facilitating the kindling of ethnic strife with their inflammatory actions, and 
inciting people on the path to anarchy and disorder. 
 In this regard, Party committees and the leaders of law enforcement agencies, 
using the mass media and the entire arsenal of ideological and educational work, are to 
ensure the explanation and deep study of the USSR Supreme Soviet Presidium decrees 
published in the press directed at a fuller and more effective use of the means of 
protecting the Soviet constitutional order and ethnic equality; [they] permit a more active 
struggle to be waged against various kinds of extremist elements. 
 It is recommended that Party committees investigate additional measures in their 
Bureaus to strengthen discipline, order, and organization in every way in each region. 
 
 [Source: TsKhSD. f. 5, op. 35 d. 145, pp. 55-57. Original, published in Istoricheskiy 
Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 99-100. Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]  



Note on Proposals for Meetings between Chairman of the Council of State and 
Representatives of Opinion Making Social Groups 
 
October 1986 
 
A note on a proposal for meetings of Chairman of the Council of State with individuals 
representing opinion-making social circles who do not have contacts with the highest 
state authorities. 
 
 I. The amnesty act has created a new situation in Poland and created possibilities 
for a broader social dialogue. It is very much needed due to the many unsolved problems 
and the deteriorating social and economic situation—despite some normalization. Among 
these problems one should include the following: 1) a sense of lack of prospects and any 
chances for the future for many people, particularly the youth; 2) the lack of credibility of 
the authorities, frequently connected with deep aversion to them; 3) [problems] stemming 
from economic and technical development, or even some regress vis-a-vis the developed 
countries. 
 Getting out of the crisis and moving [into] recovery, and particularly undertaking 
efforts to reform and achieve economic equilibrium, requires, in the first place, changes 
in peoples’ attitudes. Such changes will not be achieved in a sufficiently broad scale 
without: 
 a) conviction, in the sense of effort and sacrifice, 
 b) an understanding of the government’s policies, 
 c) approval of such policies. So far, signs of any such changes are lacking, and in 
this respect the situation is getting worse. 
 
 II. Taking the initiative [to arrange] meetings with Chairman of the Council of 
State could be an important factor on the road toward a broadly defined understanding 
and renewal, if it is conceived: 
 1) as one factor harmonized with other measures contributing to renewal, 
understanding, and social cooperation, and particularly a change of [the political] climate 
and human attitudes. Consideration of this initiative apart from the specific social 
situation and other measures is doomed to failure; 
 2) as a factor in the increasing rationalization of political and economic decisions. 
However, one needs to note that: a) in observing the work of the state organs one doesn’t 
detect any particular interest in a dialogue with different social groups, and b) 
experiences of the Consultative Economic Council or the Socio-Economic Council at the 
Sejm [Polish Parliament] have not been encouraging so far; 
 3) as a factor in strengthening the government’s position through some kind of 
legitimacy, as these meetings can and should be recognized as a form of support and 
cooperation from social circles. It will have an effect both inside and outside, but it will 
be durable only when these meetings will not be a facade and of temporary character; 
 4) as a factor of dialogue and mediation, particularly in difficult situations. 
 
 III. For the dialogue conducted at these meetings to bring about the desired results, 
it has to: 



 1) meet decisively the postulates of the Polish Episcopate and broad social circles 
relating to the freedom of association. The question of trade union pluralism 7 is meeting 
with particular opposition [by the government]. In the long run, however, one cannot 
imagine social development without the implementation of this postulate. Right now 
broad social circles do not have legal opportunities for social activity and expression—[a 
lack] of which will unavoidably lead to tensions and conflicts. Thus, opening broader 
opportunities to form socio-cultural associations is becoming indispensable. Catholics 
will attempt to form professional, agricultural, intellectual, youth or women’s 
associations, acting on the basis of Catholic social teachings, charitable associations and 
institutions, as well as those preventing social pathology; 
 2) adopt the principle of philosophical neutrality in the school and educational 
system and accept the principle of philosophical pluralism in scientific and cultural 
circles; 
 3) invite to those meetings not only publicly known people, but, above all, people 
who are representative of their [social] groups. In this way opinions and considerations of 
those circles could be directly presented and defended. This postulate should not 
contradict the conditions of factual dialogue and limits on the number of participants; 
 4) assure the truly independent character of invited participants, among whom, 
besides people connected with the Catholic Church, should be properly chosen 
representatives of other independent circles. 
 
 IV. Proceeding to the organization of the above meetings and the possible 
formation of a consultative body, the following questions should be resolved: 
 1) What is the real motive for organizing these meetings and forming a 
consultative body? 
 2) What are going to be the tasks and powers of that body? 
 3) Should this body be created by Gen. Jaruzelski as Chairman of the Council of 
State, or by the Council of State [as a whole]? 
 4) What will be the composition (what social circles and proportions), the manner 
of appointment, and the size of this body? 
 5) In what way will the society be informed about the work of this body and the 
opinions of its members? 
 6) Will it be possible to adopt the principle that people who are not representing 
official political structures and the state organs also be invited? 
 7) Is there a possibility to hold proper consultations with Lech Walesa on the 
participation of people from the “Solidarity” circles? 
 8) Would the state authorities, before the final decision on meetings and setting up 
the consultative body, publicly take a positive position on the proposal to expand 
activities for social associations? 
 9) Is it possible to calm philosophical conflicts in schools in connection with the 
study of religions and atheization, as well as with philosophical diversification of 
teachers in the school system? 
 
[Source: Stanislaw Stomma Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 



Letter of Lech Walesa to the Council of State 
 
2 October 1986 
 
 The Council of State of the People’s Republic of Poland in Warsaw 
 Acting on the basis of a mandate given to me in democratic elections at the First 
Congress of delegates of the NSZZ [National Commission of the Independent Sovereign 
Trade Union] “Solidarity” in 1981, as chairman of that Union, led by an opinion 
expressed by the leaders of national and regional authorities: 
 —taking into consideration an unusually important decision of the PRL [Polish 
People’s Republic] authorities relating to the release of political prisoners, including a 
group of NSZZ “Solidarity” activists, which creates a new socio-political situation, 
allowing for an honest dialogue of all important social forces in Poland; 
 —motivated by my concern about further economic development of our country 
and having in mind the concentration of all Poles around the task of economic reform as a 
task of particular importance, in the absence of which we are faced with economic 
regression and backwardness, particularly in relation to the developed countries; 
 —drawing conclusions from the attitude of millions of working people, who over 
the last four years didn’t find a place for themselves in the present trade unions, remained 
faithful to the ideals of “Solidarity” and wished to get involved together with them in 
active work for the good of the Motherland within the framework of a socio-trade union 
organization, which they could recognize as their own; 
 I am calling on the Council of State to take measures, which—consistent with 
binding legislation—would enable the realization of the principle of union pluralism, 
finally putting an end to the martial law legislation which constrains the development of 
trade unionism. 
 At the same time—for the sake of social peace and the need to concentrate all 
social forces on [the task of] getting out of the crisis—I declare readiness to respect the 
constitutional order, as well as the law of 8 October 1982 on trade unions. True, the 
provisions of this law are far from our expectations, but they nevertheless create 
possibilities of working and respecting the principles of the freedom of trade unions and 
union pluralism, and only temporary regulations are blocking the realization of those 
principles. It is high time to put an end to those temporary regulations and to lead to the 
normalization of social relations in the area of trade unionism. This is [within] the 
competence of the Council of State. 
 I trust that the Council of State will wish to take advantage of that competence 
and use—perhaps this unique chance—to strengthen social peace and activization of all 
social forces for the good of our country. 
  

 [signed] Lech Walesa 
Submitted to the Council of State on 2 October 1986. 
 
[Source: Institute of Political Studies (Polish Academy of Sciences), Warsaw. Translated 
by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 
 



Memorandum of Conversation 
 
18 October 1986 
 
P r o m e m o r i a 
 
for H.E. rev. Abp. Bronislaw Dabrowski about a conversation in the Belvedere held on 
18 October 1986 by A. Swiecicki, J. Turowicz, and A. Wielowieyski with Vice Chairman 
of the Council of State, K. Barcikowski, member of the Council of State K. Secomski, 
and Secretary of the CC PUWP, St. Ciosek, concerning a Social Consultative Council. 
 The conversation started at about 9 a.m. and lasted three and a half hours. K. 
Barcikowski referred to questions which he had received from the Episcopate. He 
expressed their mutual lack of trust. The proposal [for the Council] is new and startling. It 
would be the only means to get involved in difficult decisions. Participation in [the 
proposed Council] is a matter of citizenship, a duty. Its composition [is] well balanced: 
30-40 people [would be involved] for certain (but there are proposals to expand that list 
and to invite other people on an ad hoc basis). Of the Catholics from the circles close to 
the Episcopate, 8-10 people [would be active]. Besides representatives of the [ruling] 
party and other parties, non-party people, including those not connected with the 
authorities (but not extremists, who are re-activating the “S[olidarity]” structures) [would 
also actively participate]. 
 The proposed Consultative Council is meant to increase trust and develop 
recommendations, which the Chairman of the Council of State (Gen. Jaruzelski) would 
pass on to the proper state organs as important proposals. Its effectiveness will depend on 
the authority [that it can command]. There will be a place for the opinions of its members, 
and the circles to which they belong. The Consultative Council has to work out some 
consensus. 
 The Consultative Council would be set up by the Chairman of the Council of 
State personally and not by the Council of State as such, which has too narrow a range of 
responsibilities and competence. 
 A possible range of activities of the Council [is] building: 1) social understanding, 
2) functioning of the State, 3) conditions for economic progress, 4) scientific-technical 
progress, 5) development of socialist democracy, 6) current and prospective social policy, 
7) environmental protection, 8) improvement of the moral condition of society; as well as 
other important matters. 
 The creation of approximately ten similar “citizens’ convents” for larger 
agglomerations or several voivodships [districts] and also the appointment of a Citizens’ 
Rights Ombudsman is expected. 
 K. Barcikowski, referring to a note he received at the beginning of the meeting 
from A. Wielowieyski, said that there is some skepticism toward these proposed bodies, 
but that he was sure that a “façade counts too.” Criticism towards consultative bodies is 
incorrect, anyway, as they are actively operating. 
 Taking a position on particular points of the “Note” 
 —he called into question an assertion that union pluralism is indispensable for the 
longer term; 



 —he expressed surprise that Catholics would aim at forming associations and said 
that the authorities might take a position on this matter, but only if all the interested 
parties would first take a position toward the proposed Council (ref. to question 8); 
 —in schools one can see an aversion shown by Catholics (question 9); 
 —[he said that] the demand that the Council be representative creates the 
impression that it was to be made according to a “prescription;” 
 —[he noted that] the question of informing public opinion about the workings of 
the Council requires further thought; certainly discretion will be needed (question 5); 
 —[he questioned if] the participation in the Council, of people connected with the 
authorities (e.g. with the Party) mean that only people opposed to the authorities should 
be in the Council? (to question 6—it would be an issue to raise); 
 —[he said that] consultations with Walesa are not being foreseen without 
[Walesa] fulfilling conditions which the government’s spokesman talked [about] (on TV), 
i.e. cutting himself off from other “S” leaders; 
 He thought the note was one-sided. 
 Subsequently a mutual clarification of positions took place. 
 A. Wielowieyski stated that the configuration of social forces is very unfavorable 
to efforts to overcome the crisis due to the fact that the majority of society is passive, has 
no confidence and is skeptical towards the authorities. The greatest need is to create a 
self-identity—that is how he explained the need for pluralism and having the proper 
representation of other social groups—identity indispensable for improving the climate 
and for the defense of the needs of those groups. 
 A. Swiecicki talked about gradual realization of the principle of pluralism. He 
pointed to: 1) a need to create an educational environment, 2) pressure for secularization 
in schools (study of religions and verification of teachers) is stimulating a fighting 
attitude among the clergy, and 3) representation of particular segments of society in the 
Consultative Council should match the prestige and significance of people proposed 
(there are indications that people who are invited are not representative of those social 
segments.) 
 He emphasized several times that Catholic associations were better educationally, 
since they were more independent than the parishes, but they could be formed only as 
local organizations. 
 J. Turowicz pointed out that “normalization” is perceived negatively by society 
and seen as a means of reinforcing the totalitarian system. The need to reform the system 
was broadly felt. He did not think that Catholics should be in majority in the Council, but 
he questioned the way the extremists were being defined (e.g. Mazowiecki or Geremek 
are counted as part of that group, but these are, after all, reasonable and moderate people). 
 As far as the names of people for the Council from the government side [are 
concerned], these could not be compromised names. He repeated arguments about a 
possible ineffectiveness and ostentatiousness of the Council, and also about the need for 
school neutrality. 
 Towards the end of the discussion he emphasized that social pluralism is a fact, 
and that the institutions in which society could broadly participate could not be licensed 
exclusively. He also raised the possibility of a role not only for Catholic associations, but 
for the others too (e. g. he mentioned D and P). 



 A. Wielowieyski, referring to K. Barcikowski’s words about social organizations, 
mentioned, among other things, a particular feeling of helplessness on the part of 
peasants towards the political and economic apparatus governing the countryside 
(agricultural and mechanical associations), associations in which even heads of the 
communities are helpless. 
 K. Barcikowski referring to the above-mentioned matter said (without denying the 
fact) [that] this would not be easy to fix soon. 
 —took an unwilling position toward the creation of associations; said the parishes 
are acting legally, with the authorities’ consent, while there had been talk at the Joint 
Commission about associations, long ago; says that the more the Church gets, the more it 
wants (there was unwillingness, but not a decisive refusal); 
 —he evaluated Walesa critically; 
 —he did not exclude altogether union pluralism in the future though it was 
inadmissible [now]; 
 —it was difficult to commit to cooperation with people, who were declaring 
[their] hostility; 
 —defended pro-governmental social organizations (they were “alive”[active, not 
moribund]); 
 —expressed regret that in 1956 religion was not left in schools; since the Church 
had created its own network of religious teaching, and the “state secular school” was just 
a response to that network and it had to defend itself against the Church; 
 —you were making a mistake, you wanted to sell us an “angel” (some kind of an 
ideal society, which doesn’t exist), your promises will eventually shrink, the Church 
doesn’t have influence on attitudes toward work; however, towards the end of the 
discussion, to an argument that the Church nevertheless has had influence on moderation 
and non-violence within society, he did not oppose it, but said that, after all, both sides 
have been temperate; 
 —he emphasized that, after all, all proposals from this talk would have to be 
approved by the party; 
 —we appreciated you very much, but we can dispense with your advise, we 
announced amnesty for political reasons, but we would not have done it if it would have 
complicated the situation in the country; 
 —the amnesty had moved the intelligentsia circles tremendously, but for the 
workers it did not mean much; 
 —you were maximalists; I did not see a rapprochement; my opinion was 
authoritative. I did not exclude further talks, but our proposals were not going to change 
much, we would not come up with concessions because we did not have to. Both sides 
had been involved, and if it did not work, the country will have to pay for it; 
 —haste is not in our interest. 
 
 Stanislaw Ciosek 
 —recalled the negative results of pluralism in 1980/1981 and rejected it, arguing 
that the whole world has a totalitarian system; 
 —the curve of social expectations was declining, and no revolts or tragedies were 
going to happen now; 



 —he said he knew the report “5 Years After August [1980],” prepared by 
“Solidarity’s” advisers, but we knew it even better, and that was why we wanted to do 
something together with you to prevent [Poland from] becoming a colony of a stronger 
state. 
 K. Secomski spoke briefly and didn’t bring up anything of importance. 
 
Done by: 
Andrzej Wielowieyski 
 
[Source: Stanislaw Stomma Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 
 









[Polish Government] Report, “A Synthesis of the Domestic Situation and the West’s 
Activity” 
 
28 August 1987 
 
Warsaw, 28 August 1987 
 
A synthesis of the domestic situation of the country and the West’s activity 
The moods in social segments against the background of the economic situation 
 —Generally, anxiety is rising due to the prolonged economic crisis. The opinion 
is spreading that the economy instead of improving is getting worse. As a result, an ever 
greater dissonance arises between the so-called official optimism of the authorities (“after 
all, it’s better [now]”) and the feeling of society. 
 —Criticism directed at the authorities is rising because of the “slow, inept and 
inconsistent” introduction of economic reform. 
 —Social dissatisfaction is growing because of the rising costs of living. The 
opinion is spreading that the government has only one “prescription,” i.e. price increases. 
Against this background the mood of dissatisfaction is strongest among the workers. 
 —[The] belief is growing that the reform has not reached the workplaces, [there 
is] a lack of any improvement in management and organization of work. 
 —Confirmations of the above moods are [the following factors:] 
 a) in the period January-July 1987, there were 234 collective forms of protest, i.e. 
more than in the same period last year; 
 b) a total of 3,353 people participated in work stoppages, while only 1,729 people 
participated in such stoppages last year; 
 c) the role of workplace union organizations in inspiring conflicts that threaten 
work stoppages is rising. 
 
 —Disappointment and frustration is deepening within the intelligentsia, which 
placed great hope in the reform for overcoming technical and “civilizational” 
backwardness, and thus in their own social “promotion” and improvement in their 
standard of living. 
 —Characteristic of these circles, [which] otherwise stand far removed from the 
opposition, is the opinion that the “government is strong when it comes to keeping itself 
in power, but weak and helpless in fighting the wrongs which lead to economic anarchy 
and the demoralization of society.” 
 —Consecutive liberalization measures, such as consent to create several 
associations, publication of the journal Res Publica, reissuing of ºad, or Czyrek’s meeting 
in the Warsaw KIK, have little resonance within society and render little help in 
improving the “reputation” of the government. One can put forth the thesis that their 
reception is larger in narrow circles of the so-called moderate opposition and in some 
circles in the West than in the broader public opinion at home. 
 —Reaction to the Social Consultative Council, which at the beginning was very 
positive, is deteriorating. The opinion that the Council has not lived up to expectations, 
and that it is a “couch” [Kanapowe, meaning: composed of a few individuals who can fit 
on one couch] device, is gaining [ground]. It is pointed out that only about a dozen 



members in the Council are active, while the majority is silent or has nothing to say. Even 
a report submitted in the Council by Prof. Szczepanski on resolving the crisis didn’t 
produce any significant response (except in some circles of the so-called moderate 
opposition and among some Western correspondents). 
 —These unfavorable trends are not being compensated [for] by active Polish 
foreign policy and [its] undeniable successes in overcoming barriers of isolation and 
restora-tion of Poland to its proper place in the world [after the sanctions imposed by the 
West following the December 1981 martial law crackdown]. These successes are being 
noticed and even present an element of surprise in the West, where the “originality” or 
“national character” of the so-called Jaruzelski Plan is being stressed. The development 
of political relations with the West is also observed carefully by the internal enemy, 
causing it irritation and apprehension that the opposition might be left on its own. But for 
the “average” citizen, foreign policy is something remote, without an effect on the 
domestic situation of the country and the standard of living of the society, and, what is 
worse—an impression is created that the authorities are concentrating their efforts on 
building an “external” image, neglecting the basic questions of citizens’ daily lives. 
Generalizing, one can say that: 
 1) confidence in the authorities and readiness to cooperate in the reconstruction of 
the country is declining at a very fast rate, which is caused mainly by the ineffectiveness 
of actions [taken] in the economic sphere. Liberalization measures undertaken so far are 
not able to stem this process; 
 2) Against this background, one can also clearly note the declining prestige of the 
First Secretary of the CC PUWP; 
 3) A state of discontent is growing ([among] workers and intelligentsia groups, 
and partly in the villages) and it is gradually, but systematically accumulating. 
The situation in the camp of the political adversary. 
 —A seeming decline of activities “on the outside:” fewer leaflets, new initiatives 
or provocative appeals. Also, the planned ceremonies of the “August Anniversary” are 
less impressive and aggressive in content and form than in previous years; 
 —The adversary admits that in terms of organization it is at a standstill, and in its 
political and propaganda interaction it made mistakes and found itself on the defensive 
vis-a- vis the government (see our campaign around US financial support for 
“Solidarity”); 
 —However, a number of symptoms indicate that as far as the adversary is 
concerned, it is the “calm before the storm.” For the adversary says that: 
 a) each action by the authorities in the economic sphere will be favorable to the 
opposition (failing to implement it or the incomplete realization of economic reform will 
cause stagnation or regression, and as a result rising social dissatisfaction, but a similar 
result can be brought about by full implementation of reform, as it will result in a 
temporary decline in purchasing power, layoffs, etc.); 
 b) government policies are approaching bankruptcy, and it must come to the next 
crisis; 
 c) the government has already entered into the next curve and is losing control 
over the development of events; 
 d) the government is becoming more and more susceptible to social pressure; 
 



 —Based on these premises, the adversary has come to the conclusion that it does 
not have to bother much—it is enough to sustain a mood of justified anger and wait and 
join, at the right moment, the eruption of dissatisfaction, as in 1980; 
 —the adversary has already undertaken specific preparations in this direction: 
 a) energetic steps are being taken to increase and institutionalize financial grants 
from the West. These steps, for the time being, have succeeded in the US Congress 
granting “Solidarity” US $1 million; 
 b) under consideration is the reorganization of top leadership bodies, their 
transformation into a sort of Staff “capable of taking operational decisions and 
coordinating actions;” 
 c) communication systems between the underground and diversion centers and 
“Solidarity” structures in the West and among particular regions are being perfected; 
 d) a network of alarm communication is being set up in case of a general strike; 
 e) under consideration is the strengthening of the infrastructure and training for 
the illegal structures in the regions; 
 f) printing facilities are maintained in full readiness (fully loaded with equipment, 
the underground is unable to “absorb” the machines transferred from the West); 
 
 —a peculiar kind of “detonator” may turn out to be terrorist actions planned by 
the extremists, preparations for which are advancing; 
 —obviously, all areas of activity of the adversary so far are still valid, thus: 
 a) criticism of the system and the authorities for economic ineptitude, falling 
behind the Soviet “perestroika,” for halfway liberalization measures— most often 
through interviews of opposition leaders to the Western media and in contacts with 
representa-tives of foreign governments and embassies; 
 b) disruptive activities in relations with the West, through repeated demands that 
the essential condition for changing the Western attitude toward Poland on questions of 
trade and credit should be the restoration of trade union pluralism and ensuring legal 
activities for the opposition; 
 c) strengthening the so-called second circulation publishing; 
 d) attempts at rebuilding illegal structures at work-places. 
 
Activities of the Western special services and centers of diversion 
 
 —Activities of the intelligence services are directed mostly at reconnaissance: 
 a) the state of the economy, the decisiveness of government in implementing 
reforms, differences of positions in this regard within the top leadership and mid-level 
Aktyin [party activists], as well as the implementation of reforms (from the “top” to the 
workplace); 
 b) possibilities of eruptions on a larger scale. 
 
 —Assuming such a course of developments, the “spectacle” with American 
donations for “Solidarity” was arranged on purpose. The point was, among others, to 
show “who is the master here” and as a result to subordinate even more strongly the 
illegal structures in the country to the power centers in the West, and in fact to the special 
services in the US. 



 —This operation turned out to be a success: the under-ground (with few 
exceptions) agrees to be a US instrument. The adversary is so sure of its power in the 
under-ground that it steadily extends [the underground’s] range of tasks: 
 a) an ever wider realization of demands in the area of economic intelligence; 
 b) identification of the Security Services functionaries (names and addresses) and 
preparations for provocation against our apparatus (this scheme is known from previous 
crises); 
 c) inspiring terrorist actions. 
 
 —At the same time the process of upgrading the opposition leaders as 
“trustworthy and legally elected representatives of the society” is continuing (e.g. many 
recent invitations for Walesa to foreign events, contacts by Western officials with the 
leadership of the opposition). The purpose of these measures is quite clearly the re-
creation of the opposition leadership elite from the years 1980-1981 in case a similar 
situation arises. 
 —Activities coordinated within NATO by the US, aimed at strengthening the 
position of the Church (contacts with Glemp and other representatives of the hierarchy, 
new inspirations involving the Church in the matters of foundations), are also continuing. 
 —Activities aimed at strengthening the American presence in Poland on a larger 
scale are being intensified: 
 a) independent of official visits, there are more and more visits of politicians and 
experts, which the Americans themselves define as study travels (what in practice is 
tantamount to the realization of intelligence demands); 
 b) the Americans are strengthening their influence among politically active, 
opinion-shaping circles, which is confirmed by, inter alia, their current fellowship 
programs. They are most clearly taking an interest in young people, [who are] 
outstanding in their field, as their aim is to generate a new pro-American leadership elite. 
 
 —Similar activities are directed at the centers of ideological diversion. 
 
Changes in evaluations of the economic situation in Poland formulated in the West 
 
 —Already in the first months of this year, Western intelligence and governmental 
experts’ evaluations presented rather positive opinions about a “spirit of change” in 
Poland and on theoretical assumptions of the reform. Opinions were expressed that if the 
authorities “introduce proper structures, mechanisms and institutions enabling effective 
introduction of the second stage of economic reform,” then Poland “will have a chance 
for economic development”; 
 —In Western estimates from this period, one can see that at least some forces in 
the West have identified their interests with the reform course in Poland. Hence, [there 
have been] all sorts of “encouragement,” and sometimes pressure, to speed up, deepen, 
[and] expand the reform process (both in the economy and in the superstructure); 
 —However, in mid-1987 one can observe increasing criticism in the evaluations 
and prognoses for the Polish economy made by the Western intelligence services and 
government experts. These assessments are sometimes extended to the whole domestic 
situation. For example: 



 a) intelligence specialists and congressional experts in the US [state]: 
 - The results of the reform so far are disappointing. So far there is nothing which 
would indicate that in the near future the authorities will be able to stabilize the economic 
situation. One should even assume a growing socio-political destabilization. 
 - Straightening out the mess is dragging on, and as a result Poland may fall into an 
even more turbulent state than before. 
 - The inactivity of the authorities may have an exponential effect in the form of 
increased confrontation and isolation. 
 - If the government does not take immediate and decisive measures, it may lose 
an opportunity to escape this labyrinth of difficulties. 
 
 b) NATO experts: 
 - The economic situation is very complex and the opposition’s activity is resulting 
in a situation for the authorities that is no less dangerous than it was in 1980. 
 
 c) A new element is that experts from neutral countries are formulating similarly 
drastic assessments. For example, the Swedes [note]: 
 - The reform policy is losing speed, and paralysis in the government’s activities is 
increasingly visible. 
 - The danger of an economic and societal crash is approaching. 
 - Poland is becoming a keg of gunpowder. 
 - Such evaluations may result in a fundamental change in the position of the West 
[with their] slowing down political normalization and gradual reconstruction of economic 
relations with Poland. One proof of this may be [in the] deliberations among the 
diplomats of NATO countries in Warsaw: 
 
 a) Is it worth it to support reform efforts in Poland since the reform cause is losing, 
and maybe it has already been lost[?] 
 b) Is it worth it to still invest in the present team[?] 
 c) It is not by accident that the embassies of NATO countries are currently 
conducting investigations [into] organizing people, who “lost hope in the possibility of 
the PUWP improving the situation” and [into] a possible organizing by those people into 
a new party (association), which “would support [the] PUWP on the basic line, but would 
use different methods.” 
 
[Source: Andrzej Paczkowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 
 













































































































Speech by Jozef Czyrek, 
 
11 May 1988 
 
A speech by Mr. Jozef Czyrek at a founding meeting of the Polish Club of International 
Relations, held on 11 May 1988 
 
 1. Together with our host, Professor Aleksander Gieysztor, we have envisioned 
the founding of a Polish Club of International Relations. The talks conducted on this 
matter and today’s meeting confirm a positive response to this initiative. I am convinced 
that outstanding representatives of different circles and orientations will join in the 
activities of the Club, which we want to base on the recognition of pluralism and 
understanding. 
 2. We have stated in a joint letter with Prof. Gieysztor that Poland’s position 
among the nations of the world demands broad social support, dialogue and public 
evaluation. This would be the major objective of the Polish Club of International 
Relations. I want to repeat: social support, dialogue and public evaluation. This is the 
essence of how we see the activity of the Club. 
 3. This assumes a wide representation of points of view and opinions, lively and 
unrestrained discourse on all questions of Polish foreign policy, relations in Europe and 
the world, aiming at a consensus through dialogue. We assume that the Club will act on 
the basis of the Constitution of the Polish People’s Republic and will be led by the Polish 
raison d’etat. However, within the framework of the Constitution and the principles of 
raison d´etat there is a wide area for an exchange of views and the drawing of 
conclusions. I want to express conviction that in the Club’s activities we should strive 
toward the broadest understanding and consensus. After all, there is no doubt that we are 
led—above all differences of views—by the good of Poland, the good of our nation, of 
our motherland. 
 4. Proposals to create this kind of social body have been suggested by different 
circles for some time. We are now taking this initiative not without reason. We look at 
the creation of the Club and its activity as one of the important elements building national 
understanding. Poland needs it as much as [it needs] air. Recent developments not only 
do not undermine such a need, quite to the contrary—they fully emphasize its 
importance. 
 5. We are holding our meeting on a day of very important Sejm deliberations. 
They fully confirm the will for the implementation of the II [second] stage of economic 
reform, and very important resolutions are being taken, which are intended to speed up its 
introduction and increase its impact. The Sejm also confirms its unwavering will to 
continue and expand political reforms. I think personally that from the process of renewal 
we will come to a deep reconstruction, to a significant widening of the Polish model of 
socialism in economic, social and political life. Led by this desire is Chairman of the 
Council of State Wojciech Jaruzelski, and—contrary to various opinions— he has broad 
backing, both within the ruling coalition and various patriotic forces, as well as from 
within our party. 
 6. In various discussions, including those held within our party, the idea of 
building some kind of pro-reform coalition or anti-crisis pact is being put forward. There 



is no doubt that Poland needs this kind of coalition very badly. I am personally convinced 
that we should strive towards it, build it not for a distant future, but rather for the near 
one. 
 7. I am stressing this basic objective because we see, together with Professors 
Gieysztor and other co-authors of that initiative [discussed above in number 6], such 
activity as a basic task of the Club. Consensus on the questions of foreign policy, to 
which the Club should contribute, is as important as consensus on the questions of 
internal economic, social and political reforms. In fact there can be no deeper national 
understanding without a harmony of positions on key international questions for the 
country. It is important in all countries and in ours in particular. 
 Foreign policy is certainly the area, which is evoking, relatively, the smallest 
[number of] controversies. There is a broad understanding of the correctness of the 
alliance with the USSR and other socialist states as the basis for the territorial integrity 
and security of Poland. There is also broad support for the unambiguously peaceful 
purposes of our foreign policy, and particularly [for] active participation in building joint 
security in Europe and constructively shaping East-West relations, including the need for 
positive developments in relations with Western countries. We fully appreciate the 
significance of international law, including human rights, the weight of regional and 
global problems in the natural environment, the necessity of expanding cultural 
exchanges and the elimination of all barriers to economic cooperation. 
 There is no doubt that the purposes of Polish foreign policy are consistent with the 
national interests of Poland. However, there is also no doubt, that both within the area of 
objectives and of the ways of their realization, a broad social dialogue is needed. We 
would like the Club that we are about to set up to serve well such a dialogue, an 
elaboration—as I have already pointed out—of mutual understanding and consensus on 
these matters. 
 8. In our times the significance of the phenomenon which is being called public 
diplomacy, is growing. This form of diplomacy, engaging various social forces and 
affecting the shape of foreign opinion on one’s country, is one of the great platforms of 
international contacts. It’s even more important, the more representative and the more 
socially and morally authoritative the persons are participating in it. We are convinced 
that we can gather many such personalities in the proposed Club. And today’s meeting 
also confirms it. 
 Based on an idea of national understanding, we would like to see the proposed 
Club gather people of practically all patriotic orientations. We see it as place for people 
who, as a result of their present or past activity, have contributed significantly to the 
development of Polish relations with the abroad. We see in it people, who, from different 
philosophical or political outlooks, participate or want to participate in expanding 
contacts with abroad. People from very different circles, of divergent opinions, but ready 
to get involved in building national understanding. 
 9. It is our conviction [that] the Club, in addition to its other purposes, should also 
serve in shaping political culture. It should act on its principles and at the same time 
make a significant contribution in the deepening of society. We think that this 
understanding will gain support, because one cannot build a national understanding 
without political culture. 



 10. Together with Prof. Gieysztor and other co-authors of the initiative we are 
deeply convinced that the Club should have a social character. Thus, we do not want to 
tie it to any state institution, nor to any existing social organization. We see it as an 
autonomous social body set up on the basis of the law on associations and self-governing 
principles of activity. We think that this formula is the best one and will gain support of 
both the personalities gathered here, as well as many other persons to whom we have 
appealed for participation. The draft statute of the Club is based on such principles, with 
a significant contribution by Prof. Manfred Lachs, for which I thank him wholeheartedly. 
This draft will be submitted here for discussion. We also want to submit for discussion a 
draft list of people, to whom we have turned for participation in the Club’s activities. 
 11. In the end I want to thank wholeheartedly Prof. Aleksander Gieysztor for his 
co-participation in this initiative and for hosting today’s meeting. I hope that the beautiful 
Castle of which Prof. Gieysztor is so admirably in charge, will be the Club’s 
headquarters. 
 
[Source: Andrzej Stelmachowski Papers; translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 

















































Document No. 136: Summary of Discussion among 
Defense Ministers at the Political Consultative Committee 

Meeting in Warsaw, July 15, 1988

——————————————————————————————————————————— 

As part of this discussion among Warsaw Pact defense ministers, the issue of sharing
military data with NATO receives further attention. By this time, the internal debate
has changed significantly (see Document No. 130, for example). Soviet Defense Minister
Iazov specifically declares that the East must be truthful in its reporting because the
enemy knows the real figures, down to the order of tens of thousands of men and thou-
sands of tanks. If less or more were published, he argues, the Warsaw Pact would be
open to accusations of lying before all humankind. One cannot keep anything secret
anymore, he opines. He also admits that the Soviet Union maintained 2 percent of its
population under arms, whereas other countries had only 1 percent. On the subject of
existing international military structures, he reminds his colleagues that they date back
to the 1950s on the Warsaw Pact side. This prompts a debate between various allied
representatives present over the proper pace of changing those structures. 

____________________

[…] 
The first speaker, Comrade Minister [Dmitrii] Iazov, explained that the forces of

NATO and the Warsaw Pact are more or less evenly balanced. The number of per-
sons is approximately equal. The Warsaw Pact has about 30,000 more tanks, but the
NATO tanks are of better quality. The Warsaw Pact has more launch pads for non-
nuclear tactical missiles. Also, as regards artillery, the relation is about 1.2:1. But the
USA has more aircraft. Their superiority in helicopters and anti-tank weapons bal-
ances out our superiority in tanks and artillery. However, the Americans put quan-
tity first.

Neither side is in a position to begin an attack without major regrouping.
The USA claims, however, that our formations are attack formations. They point

to the equipment of our pioneer troops with bridges and our superiority in tanks and
artillery as proof.

They demand a unilateral correction of the asymmetries in land forces.
They are unwilling to negotiate the inequalities in attack aircraft, helicopters and

naval fleets. 
[…] 
An inadequately prepared publication of the figures would be considered by the

West Germans and Americans as a victory for their side. For this reason, it must be
thoroughly prepared politically, so that we do not suffer a loss in prestige.

[…] 
The publicized data must be objective, since the opponent knows our figures down

to the level of c. 10,000 men and 1,000 tanks.
If we publicize less, their intelligence will notice it and accuse us of lying before

the entire world.
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Similarly, if we publicize more than we have, in order to minimize what we are
lacking, the figures will be checked on the spot and our deception will be exposed
before the eyes of the world. We can no longer hide anything.

[…] 
Again: the figures must be exact. If you agree, then we can decide what to put into

storage.
We should prepare the data in the months of August and September and come to

an agreement about publication of the total figures in October. 
The following speaker was Comrade Minister [Heinz] Kessler. He expressed his

agreement in principle with the explanation of Comrade Minister Iazov. He point-
ed out that, once the figures submitted by the Warsaw Pact had been gone over once
again, it was up to the Committee of the Ministers of Defense to decide about their
publication. At the same time, he emphasized that the assignment of groups to the-
aters of war must not be changed and that this is not the time to discuss the with-
drawal of the Soviet army groups.

Comrade Minister [Milan] Václavík voiced his agreement and called for charging
the Army generals with the task of going over the data. Structural changes should
not be undertaken hastily, but rather be realized gradually, taking into account the
direction of the operations of the individual armies as well as of the opposing army.
Divisions are needed that are in a position to act independently, without the assign-
ment of different units for cover.

A reduction of the armed forces must not harm the Warsaw Pact in any way. In
estimating the individual types of weapon the principle of sufficiency must be applied,
in cooperation with the staff of the Unified Armed Forces.

[…] 
Comrade Minister [Ferenc] Kárpáti pointed out that in view of a new rethinking

of the division of the European theaters of war, thorough preparation of the data
was very important. Comrade [Károly] Grósz, he said, had already raised this ques-
tion before the Political Consultative Committee. 

In working out the structures, the strength of the opposing groups must be taken
into consideration. The Hungarian People’s Army has begun reorganizing its units
and has changed to the brigade system, which, however, is not yet regarded as the
final solution.

[…] 
Comrade Minister [Vasile] Milea observed that the solution of these questions is

very important for all countries. He suggested that commissions on the question of
publicizing the data should be formed in the armies. For the development and equip-
ment of individual armies and decisions about structures, the geographic conditions
of each country must be taken into account.

[…] 
Army General [Anatolii] Gribkov pointed out once again that the data to be pub-

licized are total figures and not information according to theaters of war and coun-
tries. 

The operational plans must be reworked on the basis of the commitments made
in connection with the Military Doctrine of the member-states of the Warsaw Pact,
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on the agreed-upon dates. A change in organizational structures should only be under-
taken gradually. 

In conclusion, Comrade Minister [Florian] Siwicki summarized the meeting by
saying that all participants were of the opinion that the data on the Warsaw Pact
should only be publicized after the Committee of the Ministers of Defense has checked
the figures and confirmed them.

The leading role should be played by the USSR, since it assesses these questions
on a global scale. But each country must make its contribution.

The propaganda machine must be prepared for the publication, to prevent the
opponent from exploiting our figures for a new round of the arms race.

The question of the technical equipment of the allied armies is a problem of qual-
ity. Therefore, parity must be reached in the area of the quality of military technol-
ogy.

One should take account of the fact that NATO can translate research and devel-
opment into production more quickly than the Warsaw Pact.

[Source: VA-01/40374, BA-MA. Translated by Ursula Froese.]   
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Report on a Working Conference [of Opposition Leaders] 
 
1 September 1988 
 
A report from a working conference 
At a meeting held on 1 September 1988, chaired by Prof. Andrzej Stelmachowski, there 
was a discussion on preparations to a possible “Roundtable.” Participants in the 
discussion were: B. Geremek, P. Czartoryski, M. Krol, H. Wujec, A. Michnik, J. Kuron, 
S. Grabska,40 K. Sliwinski, T. Gruszecki, R. Bugaj, J. Moskwa, A. Wielowieyski, K. 
Wojcicki, H. Bortnowska, Z. Grzelak. 
 
 Differences of opinion among the participants concerned mostly the degree of to 
which emphasis should be placed on the [legal] registration of “Solidarity” as opposed to 
the preparation of broader topics of possible future talks. Attention was drawn to the 
danger of too wide a range of topics, which might water down the cause of “Solidarity.” 
In this connection it has been agreed that it is necessary to prepare a detailed schedule of 
negotiations, in which the question of “Solidarity” would be awarded the first place. 
 Another matter discussed was the status of social participants in the “Roundtable” 
discussions. It has been acknowledged that it has to be precisely defined. 
 In the course of the meeting M. Krol submitted a report on his talk with Minister 
Kiszczak, and P. Czartoryski described the situation in Silesia. 
 As a result of the discussion it has been agreed: 
 1. The point of departure for the preparations for the talks is a document 
submitted by L. Walesa on 25 August 1988, in which three major areas for talks have 
been formulated: unions, pluralism of associations, and economic and political reforms; 
 2. The date for the meeting of the so-called Group of 60 was set for 9 October 
1988 in Gdansk (still to be agreed with L. Walesa); 
 3. The formation of topical groups, which were to prepare papers for the Gdansk 
meeting, as well as for future talks conducted by L. Walesa. The following groups have 
been set up: 
 - a group for trade union matters (Kuron, Merkel, Malanowski, Wujec, Rosner, 
Milczanowski); 
 - a group for economic questions (Wielowieyski, Gruszecki, Bugaj—with an 
invitation to G. Janowski for agricultural matters); 
 - a group for pluralism of associations (Geremek, Szaniawski, Paszynski, 
Bratkowski and possibly M. Krol—future systemic questions). 
 
 It has been agreed that further topical groups should be established, which would 
cooperate with a group of “Solidarity” advisors. Among other things, the question of 
youth and generational differences should be brought up. 
 The question of contacts, the press and other media was entrusted to J. Moskwa, 
and the preparation of papers for discussion in Gdansk—to K. Woycicki. 
 
[Source: Andrzej Stelmachowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 
 



Memorandum by Lech Walesa, “On Starting the Roundtable Talks” 
 
4 September 1988 
 
On starting the [Roundtable] talks 
 Right now we can begin to discuss the topics for negotiations, which I presented 
in my statement of 26 August. I think that in the beginning of next week talks should be 
concerned with two questions: 
 1) implementation of the promise made by the authorities that there would be no 
repression toward striking workers, and that those [repressive measures] have been 
applied, will be annulled, 
 2) union pluralism and within its framework the legalization of NSZZ 
“Solidarity”, consistent with the postulate of the striking crews. 
 I think that the first stage of implementing the principle of the “Roundtable” as a 
process should be a factual discussion of the above topics and preliminary decisions. The 
composition of the meeting should initially be trilateral, as was our meeting on 31 
August. I am going to present personal proposals separately. 
 A positive consideration of the above mentioned questions will allow for a 
broader debate on economic and political reforms in our country. 
 
Gdansk, 4 September 1988 
 
  [signed] 
 
[Source: Andrzej Stelmachowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 



Report from Andrzej Stelmachowski to Lech Walesa, 
 
6 September 1988 
 
6 September 1988 
Mr. Chairman 
Lech Walesa 
Gdansk 
 
A report 
 Yesterday, i.e. on 5 September, I met with Secretary J. Czyrek. The conversation 
lasted from 5:15 p.m. to 7:15 p.m., and then for another 10 minutes [we talked] in 
connection with the need for intervention on behalf of workers dismissed from their jobs 
or called up for military service as a penalty [for participation in strikes]. 
 At the beginning [of the meeting] I handed him your note of 4 September, and the 
second one from “Solidarity RI” relating to agriculture [in] which I have agreed with 
them on my trip to Czipstochowa for a harvest festival. To begin with, the Secretary was 
delighted that we are proposing to start the “Roundtable” in [a] reasonable, not too 
accelerated time limit. He also said that he had been expecting a second Kiszczak-Walesa 
meeting to discuss the agenda, a list of participants and an agenda, while it would appear 
from your note that such meeting is not planned. I responded to this that, of course, a 
Kiszczak-Walesa meeting is always possible if we both agree on what needs to be done. 
 In that case the secretary has revealed his vision of the “Roundtable.” He sees it as 
follows: 
 1) An exchange of views on the proposed changes in: a) the socio-political 
system, b) the economic system; 
 2) Work procedure and methods of coming to conclusions. He sees the sequence 
of work [as follows:] 
 1/ Discussion of the democratization process, leading to the creation of a joint 
election platform and reaching an understanding on restructuring the most important state 
structures: the Sejm, the government, the chief of state (i.e., a “presidential system”); 
 2/ Discussion of pluralism of associations (so that its implementation could be 
achieved by the year’s end); 
 3/ Discussion of a trade union model. He emphasized, however: “we stand on the 
position of the trade union law.” 
 He added: We won’t quarrel about the sequence of the points. 
 As can be seen from the above, the sequence of his points is exactly the reverse of 
ours. Therefore, I put up a [a bit of an objection], explaining that “political and legal 
empowering is the necessary premise of further phases, as it is difficult to undertake 
obligations towards anyone without having a legal existence.” 
 To this the secretary “put his cards on the table” stating that in deciding on the 
legalization of “Solidarity” the authorities would like to know how the “S” sees its place 
in the political system. They would like to see “S” as a constructive factor, and not one 
undermining the system. They do not demand that “S” should get actively involved in the 
system as it exists today, but they would like to see its co-participation and co-
responsibility in the reformed system. 



 I expressed fear that unleashing a wide-ranging debate on reforming the political 
system will water down the whole question. 
 After a longer exchange of views he recognized that besides “a large table,” 
“smaller tables,” including a “union” one, could also be established. He insisted, 
however, that reform questions should at least be considered together with the union 
matters. 
 In view of my fears that the “large table” debates may be less specific, he has 
revealed still another proposal. Thus, they would like to set up temporarily a body like a 
“Council for National Understanding,” which would be entrusted with preparing the 
reform of the Sejm, government, etc. He asked if “S” would enter into such a council. I in 
turn inquired how such a council would be chosen: by nomination or by delegation by 
particular organizations. He responded that it would be through delegation (in this respect 
it would greatly differ from the Consultative Council) and resolutions would be taken 
through an “understanding” and not by a “vote.” Such a council would have about 50 
persons. 
 I responded I could not decide this for the “S” authorities, but that I personally 
thought such participation might be possible, obviously already from the position of a 
legalized organization. 
 Then we moved on to the composition of the “Table” and the possibility of a 
“union table.” I said that for the time being we don’t have any proposals regarding the 
“Table,” while at the “union table” there would be 7-8 people, including about 5 worker 
activists and about 2-3 people from a team of “advisors” (I did not mention names). He 
responded by saying that on their side also there would have to be workers and that 
people from the OPZZ cannot be excluded.66 He also asked if the strikers would be 
included in the “S” delegation. I responded that yes, that, for Lech, people who are 
“dynamic” are right now more important than those who already belong to “Solidarity’s 
ZBOWiD.” I appealed to him not to interfere, as far as possible, into the composition of 
the other side; we are ready to accept people even from the “party’s concrete” (at which 
he smiled and said this would be an exaggeration, as he would like to lead [the talks] to a 
positive conclusion). 
 As far as the “Large Table” is concerned, he mentioned several names such as 
Kozakiewicz, Kostrzewski (President of Polish Academy of Sciences), Stomma, 
Przeclawska, Marcin Krol, etc. I acknowledged it. 
 As far as setting the date for starting the debates, it would be next week 
(according to your note). I merely said that I did not like the figure 13, thus it would be 
either 12 th or 14 th . He said he did not have aversion to the 13 th , but since a meeting 
of the Politburo is scheduled on that day, that day would be out of question anyway. 
 So much for your information. To sum it up—we are faced with a dilemma as to 
whether to agree to parallel debates at both tables: the “big one” and several small ones, 
including the “union” one, or not. If so, then we should invite to the “large table” people 
from the “Group of 60,” invited for Sunday  (besides the “unionists”). 
 There is also the question whether the Kiszczak-Lech debate should be renewed 
to complete these things, or whether I should do it with Czyrek. 
 
 Before leaving the CC building I made a phone call to Rev. Urszulik (I had an 
earlier appointment, but due to the late hour I wanted to cancel it). Then attorney 



Ambroziak, who was there, broke the news to me about a call-up of the military in 
Gdansk and Stalowa Wola and about the layoffs of 28 people from the Northern Shipyard 
in Gdansk. Therefore, I returned back to Secretary Czyrek and intervened. He promised 
to take up this matter. 
 
 Since Urszulik was urging me to come over (he sent a car), I drove to the 
Secretary of the Episcopate, where I met,with Rev. Orszulik, Abp. Stroba and Bp. J. 
D†browski. I reported to them on my conversation with Czyrek. 
 They were of the opinion to agree to both a “large” and “small” table. 
 
 While writing this note (at 9:50 a.m.) I got a call from Czyrek, who told me the 
following: 
 1) Call-ups to the military are not a new event, but implementation of earlier 
instructions dating back to the strike period. He pointed out that it has to do with “short” 
mobilization exercises, 5 days, 10 days, 14 days at most. 
 2) He promised to explore the question of layoffs in the Northern Shipyard in 
conversation with the first secretary in Gdansk, who is expected to arrive today for a 
Politburo meeting. 
 I pressed [him] to eliminate as fast as possible the above mentioned measures, 
emphasizing the harmfulness of using the military for penal purposes (Minister Czyrek 
was against using this term). 
 Secretary Czyrek said that Gen. Kiszczak would be inclined to begin the 
“Roundtable” on the coming Wednesday (14th ) or Thursday (15th ). 
 
With warm wishes to all of you, 
P.S. 
 
Please set up a fast telephone communication with Lech (i.e. specific hours and telephone 
number). 
 
[Source: Andrzej Stelmachowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec.] 
 



Memorandum by Lech Walesa, “On Starting the Roundtable Talks” 
 
4 September 1988 
 
On starting the [Roundtable] talks 
 Right now we can begin to discuss the topics for negotiations, which I presented 
in my statement of 26 August. I think that in the beginning of next week talks should be 
concerned with two questions: 
 1) implementation of the promise made by the authorities that there would be no 
repression toward striking workers, and that those [repressive measures] have been 
applied, will be annulled, 
 2) union pluralism and within its framework the legalization of NSZZ 
“Solidarity”, consistent with the postulate of the striking crews. 
 I think that the first stage of implementing the principle of the “Roundtable” as a 
process should be a factual discussion of the above topics and preliminary decisions. The 
composition of the meeting should initially be trilateral, as was our meeting on 31 
August. I am going to present personal proposals separately. 
 A positive consideration of the above mentioned questions will allow for a 
broader debate on economic and political reforms in our country. 
 
Gdansk, 4 September 1988 
 
 
  [signed] 
 
[Source: Andrzej Stelmachowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 



























Letter from Andrzej Stelmachowski to Lech Walesa, 
 
1 October 1988 
 
1 October 1988 
Tel. 33-96-11 
Mr. Lech Walesa 
Chairman of NSZZ 
“Solidarity” 
in Gdansk 
 
Dear Chief: 
 On 20 September I held another talk with Secretary J. Czyrek. In the beginning, 
according to the instructions, I protested the arrest of the 17 students who make up the 
National Council of the Independent Student Union (NZS), expressing hope that the next 
meeting of this kind would not be disturbed, even more so because at stake here is a 
selection of delegates to the “Roundtable.” I also intervened on behalf of two members of 
the Striking Committee at Stalowa Wola, who still have not been re-admitted to their 
jobs, drawing his attention to the fact that the recommendation to re-admit about 200 
miners to their jobs in Silesia also have not been implemented. 
 Secretary Czyrek promised to take care of these matters: he would go personally 
to Silesia to settle things and also for his part to prepare a “miners’ table.” At the same 
time he has raised far-reaching grievances towards Onyszkiewicz because of his 
appearance before a U.S. Congressional Committee, that is before the body of a foreign 
state (it was indeed a great blunder). As far as the “Roundtable” talks are concerned, we 
have agreed on the following: 
 1) The main “Roundtable” will number 50-70 people. 
 2) Individual teams will have about 20 people each, and their compositions may 
change as the need arises. 
 3) There will be 5 teams (union, systemic-political, economic, social pluralism 
and agriculture), and an additional sixth “table” will be operating in Katowice (on mining 
and matters related to that region). Secretary Czyrek didn’t agree to set up a separate 
table for dealing with law and order, but agreed to discuss these matters at the systemic-
political “table.” 
 4) On the governmental side, representatives of the Party and allied parties will be 
invited but also large social organizations, such as NOT, PTE, agricultural circles, leaders 
of self-governmental and cooperative organizations, etc., but more on a personal rather 
than an institutional basis. 
 5) It has been decided that “Solidarity’s” representation will be as large as the 
party-government representation, including the “allies;” however, there will be a third 
category of “miscellaneous,” comprised of well-known personalities who are not directly 
connected to either side. Here Church representatives will be included. 
 6) As far as the duration of the “Roundtable” talks is concerned, there is a 
proposal to start them on 17 October and finish before 11 November. If everything goes 
well, there would be a great ceremonious ending, combined with the 70th anniversary of 
regained independence. 



 7) The “Roundtable” will make only the most important decisions and will form a 
Council for National Understanding, which would receive proper powers from the Sejm 
and would prepare legislative drafts necessary for the introduction of political reform, as 
well as essential elements of economic reform. 
 In connection with this, we allowed ourselves to conduct a number of 
consultations, as a result of which we have prepared together with Bronislaw, Tadeusz 
and Henryk draft lists of participants with a kind request for approval or correction. 
 The list of the “Roundtable” contains both a proposal of people comprising the 
“S” delegation, as well as those supported for a “bargain” with the government side. I 
would also like to reserve the right of “exchanging” from our side some people if the 
need arises. 
 I would also like to propose for the future the open-ness of deliberations, so that 
the public can be properly informed. 
 I am requesting your approval of the above arrangements, and particularly the 
date of starting the talks and the list of participants. 
  
Shaking your hand, 
  
[signed] 
 
[Source: A. Stelmachowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 



Georgy Shakhnazarov’s Preparatory Notes for Mikhail Gorbachev for the 
Meeting of the Politburo 
 
6 October 1988 
 

Mikhail Sergeevich! 
 
Maybe you will find these thoughts useful. 
Today we are discussing the results of our talks with the leaders or prominent 

figures from a number of socialist countries–[Laotian Prime Minister Kaysone] K. 
Phomvihan, Wo Thi Khong, [East German leader] E[rich] Honecker, [Romanian leader] 
N[icolae] Ceaucescu, [former Polish Leader Eduard] Gierek. Now [Mongolian People’s 
Revolutionary Party leader Jambyn] Batmunkh is asking for a meeting. 
 Each country has its unique situation and we would be correct not to approach 
them across-the-board [chokhom]; we are seeking to figure out the specifics of each of 
them, and to build our policy on the basis of such an analysis. 
 At the same time today’s exchange and, broadly speaking, everything that we 
know, all the information we receive, encourages us to take a multi-faceted evaluation of 
the situation in the socialist commonwealth. Notwithstanding all their differences and 
nuances, there are multiple signs that some similar problems are increasingly plaguing 
the fraternal countries. The very similarity of symptoms of the disease testifies to the fact 
that its catalyst [vozbuditel] is not some kind of a malignant germ that has managed to 
penetrate their lowered defenses, but some factors rooted in the very economic and 
political model of socialism as it had evolved over here, and had been transferred with 
insignificant modifications to the soil of the countries who had embarked on the path of 
socialism in the post-war period. 
 We have already laid bare weaknesses of this model and are beginning to remove 
them in a systematic way. This is actually the super-task of perestroika—to give 
socialism a new quality. A number of countries have followed us and began, even ahead 
of us, the process of deep reforms. Some of them, the GDR [East Germany], Romania, 
the KPDR [North Korea] still do not admit its necessity, but they do it rather for political 
reasons, because their current political leadership does not want to change anything. In 
reality all of them need changes, although we do not tell them this publicly to avoid 
criticism for trying to impose our perestroika on our friends. 
 But the fact is that obvious signs of a crisis require radical reforms everywhere in 
the socialist world. And subjective factors play a huge role. For instance, in more than 
backward Laos, Phomvihan is acting skillfully, and there are some good results. But 
those who stubbornly turn a deaf ear to the call of the time are driving the malaise ever 
deeper and aggravate its manifestations in the future. 
 And this concerns us in a direct way. Although we laid aside our rights of “senior 
brother” in the socialist world, we cannot renounce the role of a leader, the role that will 
always objectively belong to the Soviet Union as the most powerful socialist country, the 
motherland of the October Revolution. When it came to a crisis in any of them, we had to 
come to rescue at the cost of huge material, political and even human sacrifices. 



 We should clearly see, moreover, that in the future any possibility to “put out” 
crisis situations by military means must be fully excluded. Even the old leadership 
seemed to have already realized this, at least with regard to Poland. 
 Now we must reflect on how we will act if one or even several countries become 
bankrupt simultaneously? This is [a] realistic prospect, for some of them are on the brink 
of monetary insolvency (Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Vietnam, Cuba, GDR). Even 
Czechoslovakia, which has so far stayed afloat, now has rapidly rising external debt. 
 What shall we do if social instability that is now taking an increasingly 
threatening character in Hungary will coincide with another round of trouble-making in 
Poland, demonstrations of “Charter 77” in Czechoslovakia, etc.? In other words, do we 
have a plan in case of a crisis that might encompass the entire socialist world or a large 
part of it? 
 We are worried about this. When we receive from time to time alarmist cables we 
do what we can, but all this is at best like applying lotion to sores, not a systematic, 
thoughtful strategy for treatment of the disease, not to mention preventive measures. 
 It is high time to discuss these issues at the Politburo in the presence of experts. 
We should not bury our head in the sand like an ostrich, but we should look into the 
future with open eyes and ask ourselves the sharpest questions: 
 Could the socialist countries come out of the pre-crisis situation without Western 
assistance? 
 What price will they have to pay for this assistance? 
 To what extent should we encourage such a course of events or put up with it? 
 To what degree are we interested in further presence of Soviet troops on the 
territory of a number of allied countries (excluding the GDR)? 
 We should assign to the newly-established CC International Commission [the task 
of preparing materials for this discussion.] This is a huge problem, in scope as well as in 
significance, we need to tackle it continuously, but the first exchange should take place as 
early as late December [1988]–early January 1989. There will be a working conference of 
the Party leadership of the commonwealth in Prague in February, and this gives us a 
chance to share some of our conclusions with our friends. They are already expecting it, 
although each of them, of course, sees the situation from “his own angle.” 
  
[Source: Published in G. Kh. Zhakhnazarov, Tsena prozreniia [The Price of 
Enlightenment]. Translated by Vladislav Zubok (National Security Archive).] 
 



Letter from A. Stelmachowski to Jozef Glemp, Primate of Poland 
 
24 October 1988 
 
24 October 1988 
His Eminence 
Jozef Cardinal Glemp 
Primate of Poland 
in Gniezno 
 
Your Eminence, 
 In view of the prospect of Your Eminence’s talks with Gen. W. Jaruzelski, I feel it 
is my duty to inform you about a crisis which has arisen in connection with the 
“Roundtable” negotiations and the prospect of [their] breakdown at the very start. 
 First I am going to describe the difficulties which we have encountered: 
 a) Contrary to the impressions we received from preliminary talks held on 31 
August and 15 and 16 September that the authorities were ready to come forward towards 
“Solidarity’s” position, an acute press campaign has been intensified (particularly in 
“Trybuna Ludu”), in which it is incessantly repeated that the “Roundtable” cannot lead to 
the re-legalization of “Solidarity.” This campaign, conducted through the central party 
daily, gives an impression that the authorities not only do not attempt to convince their 
own “hardliners” on matters which were to be discussed at the “Roundtable,” but that 
since that time they themselves have hardened their position, creating a general 
impression that now, after setting up the Rakowski government, they are less interested in 
the “Roundtable.” 
 b) Despite arrangements agreed upon with Mr. Czyrek, that each side decides on 
the composition of its delegation to the “Roundtable,” we have encountered an attempt to 
interfere with the list presented by Mr. Walesa. Nine persons were called into question. 
They are: Jan Joef Szczepanki, Andrzej Szczepkowski, Stefan Bratkowski, Zbigniew 
Romaszewski, Henryk Wujec, Jan Jozef Lipski, Janusz Onyszkiewicz, Jacek Kuron, and 
Adam Michnik. Now the opposition relates to the two latter ones. Lech Walesa takes the 
position that the principle of mutual non-interference into the composition of delegations 
should not be violated. However, in a letter that he sent over a week ago to Gen. Kiszczak 
he stated that he would see to it that the whole “Solidarity” delegation will abide by all 
arrangements and prove the will for a sincere and honest dialogue. 
 c) An objection has been raised that “Solidarity” representatives had been meeting 
with the extreme opposition circles, such as the KPN, “Fighting Solidarity, ” and others. 
This charge is biased and exaggerated on purpose. That meeting was not directed against 
the “Roundtable,” but was aimed at making sure that those groups would not undermine 
the idea of the “Roundtable” meeting and the position which “Solidarity” intends to take 
at it. It is also a fact that “Solidarity” representatives at that meeting were rather under 
attack. 
 Another charge that was raised was that [we are responsible for the] street 
disturbances in Gdansk, which took place on Sunday, 16 October, when ZOMO made it 
impossible for a group of demonstrating youth to pass through from the Saint Brigid 
church to the NMP. Such events, which were also influenced by ZOMO’s attitude, testify 



not so much of “inspirations” from the “Solidarity” side, but rather of radicalization of 
the young generation. 
 Procedural difficulties and charges put forward by the authorities are—it seems—
of a fallacious nature. The real obstacles are as follows: 
 1) The question of goals of the “Roundtable.” Mr. Czyrek has formulated them (in 
personal conversation with me) as an attempt to form a Council for National 
Understanding, which would deal with all controversial problems. In our opinion the 
“Roundtable” should adopt guiding resolutions on major questions and the proposed 
Council for National Understanding should deal with the implementation of those 
resolutions and technical matters, if need be. 
 2) The question of union pluralism. The prospects of settling this question are 
more than unclear. The press campaign, as I have indicated, has been aiming for some 
time at questioning union pluralism. The most important element here is a statement by 
General Jaruzelski himself, published in today’s press, in which three premises for the 
implementation of such pluralism are being defined. The most distressing one is 
economic, which the General has defined as: “[The] achievement of indispensable, 
funda-mental economic equilibrium, so that some kind of spontaneous social pressures 
[licytacga roszczc, claim bidding] would not endanger a highly complex reform process.” 
This means sticking to the theory that economic reform can be realized without social 
support (in any case a meaningful number of workers), and union pluralism is a sort of 
luxury, which should be realized later on. 
 3) The question of social pluralism. Last week Mr. Czyrek questioned the 
advisability of setting up a team for social pluralism (despite the fact that earlier such a 
team had been envisaged) explaining that some social organizations like the Polish 
Literary Union, Union of Artists, or the Journalists’ Union of the Polish People’s 
Republic do not want to sit at the same table with representatives of the previous 
regime’s creative unions. Admittedly, he later expressed willingness to reactivate the 
government-church negotiating group, which had been preparing a draft law on 
associations, with the possibility of some enlargement of its composition. However, an 
important question arises, which is whether the reserve shown [by some of the social 
organizations such as the Polish Literary Union, Union of Artists, and the Journalists’ 
Union of the Polish People’s Republic] will adversely affect the drafting of the projected 
law on associations. 
 4) The question of post-strike repression. Some time ago the Church 
representatives became guarantors of job restitution for all those who had been dismissed 
from work for their participation in the August strikes. At a meeting on 15 September, 
General Kiszczak very solemnly promised to withdraw all repression. That promise has 
brought about positive effects on the Seacoast (in Gdansk and Szczecin), while in Silesia 
jobs have not been restored to 114 miners, and in Stalowa Wola to 2 people. A 
communique of the press bureau and the Episcopate on this question was confiscated by 
the censorship office last week and it has not appeared in the national mass media. 
 In this situation I would be extremely grateful to your Eminence for an 
explanation of the essential prospects for the realization of both “pluralisms” (trade union 
and social). The whole thing can be reduced to the question: “Are the reforms (economic 
and political) to be realized jointly with an empowered society, which also means with 
‘Solidarity’—or without it?” If the prospects are not encouraging, I don’t see the purpose 



of further preparatory talks, which would only serve narrow purposes, instead of [those 
of] the society. 
 
 With expressions of a son’s devotion, 
  [signed by Andrzej Stelmachowski] 
 
 [Source: A. Stelmachowski Papers. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for CWIHP.] 



Excerpt from Anatoly Chernyaev’s Diary 
 
28 October 1988 
 
 Kohl met one-on-one with Gorbachev (plus me and Horst Teltschik, assistant to 
the Chancellor). And when I saw this striving at the highest level to speak as one human 
being to another human being (mutually), I felt physically that we were entering a new 
world, where class struggle, ideology, and, in general, polarity and enmity are no longer 
decisive. And something all-human is taking the upper hand. And then I came to realize 
how brave and far- sighted M.S [Gorbachev] is. He declared a “new thinking” “without 
any theoretical preparation” and began to act according to common sense. His ideas are: 
freedom of choice, mutual respect of each other’s values, balance of interest, renunciation 
of force in politics, all-European house, liquidation of nuclear armaments etc. All this, 
each by itself, is not original or new. What is new is that a person—who came out of 
Soviet Marxism-Leninism, Soviet society conditioned from top to bottom by Stalinism— 
began to carry out these ideas with all earnestness and sincerity when he became the head 
of state. No wonder that the world is stunned and full of admiration. And our public still 
cannot appreciate that he has already transferred all of them from one state to another… 
 
 [Source: Anatoly Chernyaev, 1991: The Diary of an Assistant to the President of the 
USSR (Moscow: TERRA, 1997). Translated from Russian by Vladislav Zubok (National 
Security Archive).] 
 







































































Anatoly Chernyaev, Personal Memorandum to Mikhail Gorbachev 
November 11, 1989 
 

11.11.89 to M. S. 
 
Mikhail Sergeevich! 
 

On the eve of his visit to Japan, A. N. [Yakovlev] called me in so that he could 
“test drive” some international problems on me.   

 
We started talking about everything else, and I felt an acute internal grievance in 

him.  In fact, it has been slipping before, but now especially.  And I understood 
immediately what it was caused by, because it was painful to my ears, too, when at the 
last Politburo meeting, as if in passing, you placed him under Medvedev’s leadership” 
One can only guess why [you did] that.  But there are also interests of our cause [at 
stake].  If you want to get a real platform for the XXVIII Congress, it would be risky to 
rely on Medvedev.  He is too “correct,” too much of a prisoner of the “political economy 
school,” in which he was educated; too cautious.  Mainly, he is completely devoid of 
political imagination.  Meanwhile, we are talking now not only about the development of 
the concept of perestroika, but about a change of the theoretical bases of our policy and 
the development of society, about a new leap of fundamental significance in the history 
of socialist thought, about a dialectic surmounting of Lenin.  And that relates to all 
spheres—from the heights of our beliefs to the basic details of party work.  Of course it is 
impossible either in the pre-congress CC (Central Committee) platform, or even in the 
report at the Congress to develop all this in a proper form, but this issue should be raised.  
Otherwise the Congress will not fulfill its historic mission. 

   
And at a moment like this, you are giving (obviously due strictly to passing and 

tactical considerations, because I do not believe that you do not see the difference in 
Yakovlev and Medvedev’s potentials) today’s “Bukharin” into service to today’s … well, 
to which of those people can I compare him … “Pyatakov.”  Due to this fact alone, 
Yakovlev will not work to his fullest.  And to use his potential later, “on the eve” of the 
Congress, so to speak, in an “intimate fashion”—wouldn’t it be too late, too big a rush?  
Without even mentioning the human aspect of this … dignity, pride, age, political 
prestige after all, and so on. 

 
I apologize.  I believe it was my duty [to say this], and not only because of my 

personal attitude toward A. N. [Yakovlev]. 
 
 
 
[Source:  State Archive of the Russian Federation, Fond 10063, Opis 1 
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive.] 
 







































Notes for Presentation at the Politburo session, December 27, 1988 
 

for presentation at the Politburo. 
 

December 27, 1988 
 
/THESES/ 
 

1.  Our views on socialism, its role and its potential, its very essence and 
substantive content on the eve of the 21st century are developing along with the renewal, 
which has begun -- sometimes trailing it and sometimes getting ahead of it.  

This has to do with the internal sphere, where today the understanding of the 
essence of perestroika, of its objectives and tasks, has moved far ahead in comparison 
with that of April 1985. 

It has to do with the international course as well, where the new political thinking, 
which has been announced substantively is only now beginning to assume physical 
dimensions, and to be filled with concrete content – with the concepts of moving ahead in 
a number of directions, with the formulation of concrete long-term goals for such a 
movement, and finally, with practical shifts, and with the very first results. 

 
2.  The interconnectedness of these directions – the internal and the international – 

is a dialectical one, and one which is extremely important for the success of not only 
foreign but especially -- I would like to emphasize this -- domestic policy.  Why? 

Not only because a well thought-out, rational foreign policy would allow savings 
of considerable sums, for example in terms of how much it costs for us to assure our 
ability to defend ourselves. 

Not only because it would open additional possibilities for participation in the 
international division of labor, and consequently in a more rational management of the 
economy, although both of these are important. 

But also because it allows [us] to fully turn on the spiritual factors of development 
in our work – the societal, group and individual factors. 

A person learns how much he is worth, his qualities, his knowledge and skills, 
learns about his character, and learns about himself only in communications and 
interactions with other people. 

In just the same way, the state discovers its national self-respect – and we are 
lacking this acutely -- a sense of national dignity, but not national arrogance or, to the 
contrary, inferiority, only through an active policy, only through interactions with others 
in the world arena, in all possible spheres of such interaction. 

A person forms and develops also only through interactions with others, with 
society as a whole.  And in principle, in the same way, although in a much more complex 
way, of course -- a society develops through its interaction with other societies and 
peoples. 

A person cannot live in a society and be free from it.  All efforts to assert such 
“freedom” are doomed, and at the same time they can lead either to certain deep internal  
malformations of personality, or to certain deviant or even criminal behavior.  



However, the isolation – or self-isolation – of a nation from the world community 
also brings negative results, although these accumulate and reveal themselves not in a 
matter of years, but decades.  In particular, many of the negative aspects in the policy and 
psychological outlook of the USA in the world arena were the consequence of their 
isolationism from the many centers of world policy during a considerable part of their 
preceding history -- which they have not yet fully overcome. 

 
3.  We have not yet fully assessed the scale and the consequences of the spiritual 

autarchy which predominated in the life of our country during more than half a century.  
Yes, imperialism tried to isolate the first socialist country in the world in all 

respects, to erect barriers against our ideological and cultural influence, and to put us 
behind an “iron curtain.”  And by doing that, to kill two birds with the same bullet: to 
isolate its own people from the “contagion of bolshevism” and to create myths about us 
with even greater ease. 

They succeeded in doing that too easily.  We helped them ourselves.  
Stalin needed spiritual autarchy, because only in those conditions could Stalinism 

as a phenomenon develop and survive as a regime of personal power, inconsistent with 
the genuinely internationalist teaching of Marxism-Leninism.     

And subsequently, spiritual autarchy became a comfortable cradle, in which self-
adoration and communist arrogance on a national scale, dogmatism, scholasticism and 
stagnation enjoyed themselves. 

Here we have to see not only the internal causes of stagnation as such, but also 
that considerable role which spiritual, economic and scientific and technological autarky 
played in its development.  It did not help to preserve [our] ideological virginity either.  
Just the opposite, by encouraging stagnation, it was thus encouraging ideological ill-
health. 

In reality, genuine competition existed in only one sphere – the military one.  
Here the immediate contact of armaments encouraged us to rise to the level of world 
standards and sometimes even beyond them.  This kind of situation -- from ideology to 
the economy -- could not be called normal from any point of view. 

 
4.  What is the main deficiency of the former political thinking, and of the 

practice based on it?  It lies in the fact that it accepted a situation where socialism 
objectively found itself seemingly in confrontation with -- if not the rest of the world, 
then with a considerable part of it.  It did not just accept it, but assumed that such a 
situation was natural.  

We will not even mention the almost automatically confrontational character of 
our relations, approaches and policy, which resulted from that situation.  That is quite 
obvious. 

Let us think about what forms a further spread of socialism in the world could 
take in those conditions? I think we believe that it should still occur with the passage of 
time.  

It could have been [the case] that one after another of the “weakest links” of 
capitalism, according to Lenin’s terminology, would have chosen the socialist path -- 
often after a most difficult and exhausting struggle for those countries and human souls.  
This is how it was actually happening.  In the 1970s, many countries that tried to step 



from early feudalism, and sometimes even from a tribal society, to socialism became 
socialist-oriented countries.  With all respect to the aspirations of the people of those 
countries, ans with all our readiness to help them on this road, we have to see that 
socialism as a system, as an ideology, is not made stronger by this kind of “world march” 
but is weaker as a result of it.  It is a victory, but a Pyrrhic one.  

Or it could also have been the result of certain violent developments in the more 
developed countries because natural processes there obviously did not lead to socialism 
as we understood it in the 1970s. 

However, socialism is the natural and logical -- and not forcibly imposed -- future 
of humankind.  And as such, it cannot and should not live in separation or in isolation, or 
self-isolation, from the world.  And in this sense, as well as on domestic issues, [we had] 
the hyper-statist character of socialism, subsuming it under our state interests -- more 
precisely, under what we understood such interests to be inside the country and in the 
external sphere. 

 
5.  The new political thinking is shaking off the internal chains of this spiritual 

autarky.  And by doing that, it is giving socialism back to the world -- a socialism that is 
genuinely creative, self-renewing, moving forward and consistent with common human 
interests, and not a caricature resulting from the self-inflicted distortions, shifts and 
deficiencies, which are magnified manifold in the propaganda that is hostile to socialism 
and to our country. 

 
6.  We have to analyze carefully what is behind the enthusiasm with which the 

world, including the West -- in contrast to some of our friends -- welcomed perestroika 
and the new political thinking.  Here is the fatigue of confrontation -- yes, 
unquestionably.  The attractiveness of the current Soviet leadership – undoubtedly.  The 
sympathies of our true friends – of course.  The genuine response of all honest, decent, 
progressive forces and people – as well. 

This is all true.  But all this, in the good sense of the word, is a matter of 
convenience.  But the reaction, the positive response, is very powerful and long-lasting; 
too stable to be explained only by elements of convenience.  Therefore, the following 
conclusion would be in order: there are some causes that are deeper, that are hidden at 
first glance.  What are those? 

Let the political scientists respond.  I would point out one of those [causes]: the 
need on the part of humankind as well as each person for a progressive ideal, for a 
realistic appeal for a better future, for a moral impulse toward purity and dignity.  

All this was present in socialism in the period of its birth as a teaching and a 
political movement.  All this was present in our socialist revolution.  However, it was 
gradually lost under the influence of the two most important processes beginning from 
the end of 1960s, and especially in the 1970s and the beginning of the 1980s.  The 
processes were the following: 

-- The reaction of the external world to the work of revealing, analyzing and 
overcoming Stalinism, which we began but did not bring to completion.  The point is not 
that what was said came as a shock.  Much worse was the fact that the curtailing of the 
line of the XX and XXII Congresses did not provide a clear perspective on surmounting 
[Stalinism], but left the perception with many people in the world that Stalinism is 



socialism as such.  This perception seemed to have received a number of similar 
“confirmations” in the 1970s; 

-- Stagnation inside the country, the degradation of foreign policy and, most 
importantly, the way we reacted to both. 

A most terrible thing began to occur: the source of progressive inspiration in the 
world, which our country represented, began to dry out in many respects, was producing 
not refreshing but bitter and unusable “water.”  The strengthening of conservatism in the 
West in that period was a consequence not only of the processes occurring in the depths 
of capitalist society, but also of the processes that were occurring in our country at that 
time.  The unhealthy processes. 

 
7.  It is time to stop thinking in the categories of “here” and “there.”  The 

interdependence of the world means also the interconnectedness of all the processes of 
domestic development.  Although the ties [created by] this interdependence, of course, 
are very complex and not simple, still such interconnectedness is an objective reality. 

World development is one single process.  And to direct it, to exert not even a 
decisive but just a significant influence on it – and this is not a little thing indeed! – is 
possible only by participating in all the main directions of this development.  One-
sidedness, an equalizing, mechanical approach and emphasis on uniformity – all these 
qualities and categories are inconsistent with development.  Neither in theory nor in 
practice.  They are only consistent with stagnation. 

 
8.  In all these respects, the speech at the session of the UN General Assembly in 

New York is a watershed.  It sums up all the practical and theoretical results of the new 
political thinking at present.  The thinking, which is addressed first of all to us, and that is 
precisely why it is so attractive and effective externally.  It does not propose any ready-
made recipes for the world -- even though they could be the right ones and the fairest 
ones.  No political slogans, even necessary ones.  But it is the creative pulse of real life, 
living thought, of their intense and honest work. 

And at the same time, the speech opens a new page in the new political thinking 
itself, opens it precisely because it stands on the experience of almost four years of 
transformations and renewal, on our new general political maturity, and on the breadth of 
our vision. 

I now return to the question of the dialectics of the domestic and the international.  
It consists in the fact that large scale of our look at the internal problems is being shifted 
to all the others – which in its turn expands the theoretical and practical perceptions.  It is 
also in the fact that our conviction in the correctness of the course which we began brings 
confidence in oneself, and in our abilities in general.  At the same time it allows us to see 
additional possibilities in the international arena where we did not see them earlier, or 
where our concerns, stemming from an absence of experience and a healthy thought 
trough calculated risk, were prevalent. 

 
9. The main thing now is not to talk too much about the speech and its main 

points, not to bring them down to the level of customary, routine journalistic repetitions, 
but to implement its ideas and its very spirit consistently in each concrete presentation, 
action or act of our foreign policy.   



And more: we have to seriously get involved in following through on the new 
political thinking, in explaining its concrete principles among our friends.  We are not 
talking about encouraging them to repeat all our ideas and formulas -- this is what many 
of them are quite ready for.  But we want their contribution to the new image, to the 
creative potential of socialism in the world to constantly grow and become more and 
more obvious, not only for us but for the entire world.  

 
 
 
[Source:  State Archive of the Russian Federation.  Fond 10063, Opis 1, Delo 190 
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive] 
 





















Minutes of the Meeting of the Politburo of the 
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 1. About practical implementation and practical support [obespechenii] of the 
results of the visit of Cde. M.S. Gorbachev to the U.N. 
 
 Gorbachev. […] We can state that our initiatives pulled the rug [out] from under 
the feet of those who have been prattling, and not without success, that new political 
thinking is just about words. The Soviet Union, they said, should still provide evidence. 
There was plenty of talk, many nice words, but not a single tank is withdrawn, not a 
single cannon. Therefore the unilateral reduction left a huge impression, and, one should 
admit, created an entirely different background for perceptions of our policies and the 
Soviet Union as a whole. 
 […] Such impressive positive shifts created among the conservative part of the 
US political elite, and not only in the US, concern, anxiety and even fear. Thatcher also 
shares some of it. This breeds considerations of another kind, the essence of which is–to 
lower expectations, to sow doubts, even suspicions. Behind it is the plot to stop the 
process of erosion [and], disintegration of the foundation of the “Cold War.” That is the 
crux of the matter. We are proposing and willing to build a new world, to destroy the old 
basis. Those who oppose it are in the minority, but these circles are very influential. 
 In the classified information which we receive they speak directly: we cannot 
allow the Soviet Union to seize the initiative and lead the entire world. […] 
 What kind of policy will the US conduct with regard to us? There are several very 
interesting and serious versions. […] 
 Here is one: changes in the policy of the USSR are caused by the profound crisis 
of communism and socialism and what is happening in the socialist world and the Soviet 
Union is allegedly a departure from these ideas. In other words we are dismantling 
socialism with our perestroika and renouncing communist goals. This version is used to 
devalue our peace initiatives. These are just forced steps, so they say, they do not have 



another option [im devatsia nekuda]. Well, there is some grain of realism in this, but only 
to a degree. We had something different in mind when we formulated our policy. Of 
course, we considered internal needs as well. 
 On the basis of this version comes the conclusion that the United States should do 
nothing on its part to consolidate positive shifts in international relations. The Soviet 
Union as well as other socialist countries, so they say have no way out. [The USSR] will 
give up its positions step by step. This is serious, comrades. The “Washington Times” 
writes about it. And the “Heritage Foundation” prepared recommendations for the future 
Bush administration along these lines. 
 And here is the viewpoint of liberal circles: The USSR is not renouncing 
socialism, instead it is rescuing it, as President [Franklin D.] Roosevelt once rescued 
American capitalism through the New Deal. They remind us that capitalism, in order to 
solve its problems, many times borrowed socialist ideas of planning, state regulation, 
social programs based on the principle of more social fairness. So they do not want to 
allow the Right to play on their version and to devalue our peace initiatives. […] 
 If this [conservative] version prevails, it will have a serious political effect. 
Incidentally, some elements of this concept are present in the thinking of [President-elect 
George H.W.] Bush. As if they are passing from Reagan to Bush. They are present in 
Western Europe: they say that under [US President Ronald] Reagan the United States has 
built up its military potential, activated their support to freedom fighters in various 
regions, and thereby convinced the Soviet Union that expansionist policy has no future. 
Some Europeans also want to consider the source of change of Soviet policy as American 
power. 
 This seems to be the most influential current. In essence it is close to the official 
viewpoint. Its danger [vred] is obvious, since, if it takes root and becomes the foundation 
of the policy of the future administration, it will contribute to the arms race and to 
military interference by the US in other countries. I am now following these things very 
closely. […] 
 Now we should work out a longer-term plan of practical measures to implement 
the announced concept [at the UN]. On this issue the Politburo has received 
considerations from departments of the CC, the Foreign Ministry, the Ministry of 
Defense, and the Committee of State Security [KGB]. They provide a program of actions 
for the near and distant future. Perhaps this is still a first draft. We should pull our heads 
together and give it time.[…] 
 In what was discussed during the days of my stay in New York, the major issue 
was about the future of perestroika. And this I would like to emphasize before the 
Politburo. Could there be a reverse? Incidentally, this is the object of most intense 
speculation among the Far Right. […] And if you analyze the content of recorded foreign 
broadcasts [by a special service called radioperekhvat] in languages of our country on all 
foreign stations, the emphasis is clearly on the difficulties of perestroika, on growing 
obstacles to the process in the economy, in relations among the nationalities, in the 
process of democratization and glasnost, etc. 
 When I had to stay in isolation [during the trip], I tried during those twelve days, 
day by day, to analyze and systematize the material on this score and to give my 
assessment. [Radio voices] are hammering away at the Soviet audience that perestroika is 
losing ground, grinding to a halt, that it has not given anything to the people, that in the 



leadership and the party chaos reins, that the country is sliding toward chaos. And no 
matter what the leadership would undertake, it sooner or later will end up in a trap. And 
[that] the future of the present leadership hangs by a thread. To be frank, they say that 
Gorbachev is living through his last days. According to the most optimistic forecasts, he 
can have a year, a year and a half. True, Vladimir Alexandrovich [Kryuchkov]? 
  

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

Gorbachev. You do not want to speak up. It is so. I should not say that we are 
very surprised by all this. I do not want to be excessively cheerful [izlishnee 
bodriachestvo], but if they are upset, if they try to make these forecasts, it means that 
they are afraid of our perestroika. […] 
 Of course, it is still premature to draw serious conclusions about the policy of the 
future administration, but something can be said on the basis of contacts and some 
information. First, it is hard to expect that this administration will aggravate relations 
with the USSR or will get involved in some risky international adventure [avantiura] that 
can undermine these relations. There seems to be solid ground for saying this. On the 
other hand, Comrades, I believe with full certainty that the administration is not ready for 
a new serious turn in relations with the USSR which would correspond to the steps our 
side has undertaken. At least such is the picture today. So they say: we stay prudent, we 
will not hurry. 
 Still, at the last moment, when I managed to break away from Reagan [otorvatsia 
ot Reigana] I spoke to Bush about this indecisiveness. He snapped back: you must 
understand my position. I cannot, according to American tradition, step up front until a 
formal transfer of power has taken place. This I understand, no question about it. We will 
have understanding. And he assured me–there will be continuity. He believes we should 
build on what has been achieved, and he will make his own contribution. 
 All that we have received through different channels says that, from their side, 
they will add to our efforts to develop our relations. 
 We should take into account that Bush is a very cautious politician. They say his 
idiosyncratic feature is the “natural caution” of Bush. It is inside him. We should see it. 
And what can make Bush act? Only [a threat] of the loss of prestige for the 
administration. So we need [these sort of] circumstances which we have now created by 
our initiatives to promote this process. 
 The mood of the present administration mostly reflects centrist sentiments in 
political circles of the US and Bush himself says: I am in the center. Most of those who 
today turn out to be in Bush’s team are people who in America are called traditionalists. 
These people were brought up in the years of the Cold War and still do not have any 
foreign policy alternative to the traditional post-war course of the United States with all 
its zigzags to the Right, to the Left, even with its risky adventures. And we should 
understand it. And much will depend on how we act. I think that they [in the US] are still 
concerned lest they might be on the losing side, nothing more. Big breakthroughs can 
hardly be expected. We should produce smart policy. 
 [Georgi] Arbatov has just shared with the following ideas. They [the Americans] 
have suddenly sent a trial balloon: we are not ready, let’s wait, we will see. In general, 
they will drag their feet, they want to break the wave that has been created by our 



initiatives. In response they heard that, of course, we could wait because we have much to 
do in other directions–Europe, Asia, Latin America. Then they say: Well, you 
misunderstood us. 
 So we should have a thoughtful, dynamic, practical policy. We cannot allow the 
future administration to take a protracted time out and slow down the tempo of our 
political offensive.[…] 
 
 Shevardnadze. […] There is a draft resolution [on Point 1 of the Politburo 
agenda]. Of course, I do not consider it a final draft. We will have to work on it.[…] 
 It is not true that the draft [zapiska] has not been cleared with the Ministry of 
Defense. The reasons are well known: comrades were not in place, only Comrade Lobov 
was present and all these issues, all these points we agreed upon with him. We went to 
him, obtained his signature, etc. But this is not so important. I fear another thing. What, 
for instance, does the Ministry of Defense propose in its report? To present data to the 
Supreme Soviet only after the discussion by the Defense Council and the Politburo, etc. 
Should we do it, if we are getting ready for a new Supreme Soviet with a new status, new 
rights, new content and forms of its work? I believe it should not be done. 
 I have serious reservations about a proposal that the Supreme Soviet receive 
information only about the main lines of military build-up, and not the [actual] plans of 
this build-up as the draft suggests. This may result in the absence of any details in 
discussion of this issue by the Supreme Soviet and in the same negative consequences we 
have already spoken about. Specific plans will continue to be adopted and implemented 
in secrecy [v zakritom poriadke] without the Supreme Soviet [s’ approval]. We should 
not let this happen. It is absolutely unclear how the Supreme Soviet, without information 
about specific plans, will be able to consider seriously and approve defense expenditures. 
This is a very serious issue. It is also hard to understand the reasons for the objection 
against this clause of the [Foreign Ministry’s Politburo draft resolution] where it says 
about a presentation for a plan and schedule of withdrawal of our troops from the 
territories of Allies and about its discussion with the friends. 
 As far as I know, a specific schedule of withdrawal has not been discussed at the 
Committee of Ministers of Defense [of the Warsaw Pact]. We should have such plans, to 
agree on them with the allies and to announce them publicly so that everybody knows 
about our firm intention to carry out what was stated at the United Nations, in a 
systematic, purposeful and orderly way. Otherwise, if everything is to be decided in a 
usual business order [v rabochem poriadke], as comrades [from the Ministry of Defense] 
write, we will become a target for allegations that we are trying to sidetrack the issue of 
withdrawal [from Eastern Europe] and troop restructuring [pereformirovanie] [and] to do 
everything contrary to what was announced from the pulpit of the General Assembly. 
 The following issue [in the proposals of the Ministry of Defense] is in direct 
contradiction to what was said at the [UN] session and to the clause of the [Foreign 
Ministry] draft resolution. I have in mind the formula of the Ministry of Defense that 
[Soviet] forces that will stay on the territory of the socialist countries after [unilateral] 
cuts should adopt a more, I stress, more defensive posture. These are just words but they 
have significance in principle. Cde. Gorbachev spoke about giving these forces a 
different, unequivocally defensive structure. An important and big difference. We will be 
caught by hand on every, so to say, detail. And now they tell us to speak not about 



structure, but about some kind of abstract direction. Behind this difference in terminology 
stands various methods of implementation of the General Secretary’s address. In practice 
we should act in accordance with the speech at the U.N., so that will deeds would not 
diverge from the words. 
 I cannot agree either with the way the draft of the Ministry of Defense treats the 
issues of glasnost and openness, which are today of principled importance, of highest 
importance. When we carry out our unilateral steps, glasnost and openness would be 
maximized, in my opinion. Otherwise the desired effect will be lost, and, it seems to me, 
our policy will sustain a propaganda defeat. Our opponents will not hesitate to take us up 
on this and to sow doubts [to the effect] that the declared steps are not implemented in 
full. 
 [The military] proposes not maximum, but a permissible openness. What 
permissible openness means is not clear. Even more important [is] that even this 
permissible glasnost and openness is suggested to be applied only to the withdrawal of 
our troops from the territory of the Allies. As to the reduction measures on our territory, 
apparently no glasnost is permitted. This is, probably, wrong as well. 
 In general, my conclusion is that the amendments [to the Foreign Ministry draft 
proposed in the Ministry of Defense’s] draft resolution, in particular to the military-
political section, are designed not to allow genuine glasnost and openness. And I still 
believe that these issues are of great importance. 
 In conclusion, Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev], several words. You spoke about 
some informational reports…They want us to be nervous. And look at them, they are 
serious people, serious politicians… 
  

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

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

Gorbachev. Nothing remained. 
  

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

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



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

Yakovlev. Yesterday I met with Matlock. He told me that Bush is more 
professional, better informed, but at the same time is more cautious. He tried to convince 
me that he always took part in the preparation of specific decisions, [that he] was 
interested in details, [that] knew many, that is: he cast the new president in the best 
possible light. 
 What else should we keep in mind in terms of putting pressure on the Americans? 
They are very afraid of our European and Pacific policies. They would not like to [have 
to] jump on [an already] departing train, a runaway train no less. They are used to being 
in the driver’s seat. They are upset by our active foreign policy in other regions. […] 
 Most importantly, Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev], you spoke many times about 
it, is the disappearance of the enemy image. If we continue to advance in this direction 
and carry out this business, we will ultimately pull the carpet from under the feet of the 
military-industrial complex [of the United States]. Of course, the Americans will be 
forced to change their approaches radically. 
 Yazov. In accordance with the decision of the Defense Council taken on 9 
November [1988], the Ministry of Defense has already worked out the plans for 
withdrawal of troops from the GDR, CSSR, HPR [Hungarian People’s Republic] and 
PPR [Polish People’s Republic]. 
 After your speech at the United Nations I attended a Party conference of the 
Group of Soviet Forces in Germany. There was not a single question or provocative 
remark. Fourteen people spoke, all with approval. On Saturday I was at the conference in 
Kiev district of Moscow. There was a question: “Would the withdrawal affect 
preparedness for defense?” I answered. There were no more questions; everyone reacted 
with understanding. The entire armed forces of the country regard this with 
understanding. In the [session of the] Committee of the Defense Ministers that was held 
in Sofia, all ministers took it with understanding. 
 I believe we are ready to report to the Defense Council on our plans to implement 
those proposals that have been publicized at United Nations. 
 The Ministry of Defense does not object to publicity on the issues of military 
build-up in the Supreme Soviet. But according to the Constitution the Defense Council 
approves, so I believe that before moving them to the Commission of the Supreme 
Council, all the issues should be considered at the Defense Council. I do not know why 
Cde. Shevardnadze disagrees with this. Before Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev] 
presented these proposals at the United Nations, this issue had been considered by the 



Defense Council and over here, in the Politburo. How could it have been otherwise? The 
Americans do not open [up] everything for us either. What we really learn from them we 
cannot buy for any money in the world. And why should we pass everything right away 
through the Commission of the Supreme Soviet? Today the Commission of the Supreme 
Soviet includes a very broad group [of people]. And not everybody should know 
everything. 
 
 Gorbachev. I think this is a misunderstanding.[…] There are many things that the 
Americans consider behind closed doors. 
  

Yazov. Absolutely true. 
  

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

Yazov. Now, on the formula about defensive direction, in his speech Mikhail 
Sergeevich [Gorbachev] really has mentioned cuts of 10 thousand tanks. In doing this, we 
have to touch on all the troops that are located in the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany. 
We have to include our tank divisions [in the reduction]. There are motorized regiments 
in tank divisions. We intend to preserve these motorized regiments. And to remove tank 
regiments from the tank divisions that stay in Germany, so that more tanks could be 
withdrawn. In this situation should we really reveal the entire structure only because we 
want more glasnost? 
 I believe that this is the prerogative of those countries that provide their territory 
for our troops. In any case, we will reveal what can be revealed, but it is not necessary to 
go all the way. 
 As to the schedule for withdrawal, we are ready to make a report about it. We 
propose to withdraw three divisions from Eastern Europe during this year and three 
divisions next year. 
 As to the part concerning the USSR and Mongolia, we are also prepared to report 
to the Defense Council on the schedule. 
  

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



burden, with relation to the military budget, with the result that in the economic area we 
could hardly solve anything important.[…] 
 But this does not mean that we should weaken the defense preparedness of the 
country. We have enough ways, approaches, and means to reduce the excessively large 
military expenditures and to use rationally, pragmatically the means for strengthening the 
defense readiness of the country. We should tell this to the party, [and] to the party 
activists. Today, when the world has already begun to disarm, slowly but surely, in the 
final analysis, the power of the state will be determined not by military might, but by a 
strong economy and by political cohesion of society. 
  

Vorotnikov. […] I would mention only one point. You, Mikhail Sergeevich 
[Gorbachev] in your speech have emphasized the ambiguous approach to perestroika and 
the reaction by the capitalist circles, including the United States. But even in the socialist 
countries we run into serious problems. 
 Maybe in our draft resolution we should formulate directions of our policy 
towards the socialist commonwealth after all? Indeed, there is nothing in the draft, beside 
[the point about] telebridges that should be arranged together with socialist journalists. I 
consider the situation in a number of socialist countries so complicated [neprostaia] that 
we should in one or another document clarify our thinking. It flows from your speech. 
  

Gorbachev. Comrades, let us call it a day. Our action that we have been 
preparing for so long and implemented has evoked a large amount of publicity. It elevates 
us to a new level in our thinking and work.[…] In general, I think that our resolution 
encompasses all these directions [political, diplomatic, ideological follow-up]. But the 
comrades should read it once again. Perhaps they will add something useful to it or 
suggest some corrections. […] 
 I also have points to add. Vitaly Ivanovich [Vorotnikov] said that people ask 
within the country: how did it come about that we “strip down” independently? And 
Yegor Kuzmich [Ligachev] approached this theme from another angle: the Party should 
know. We will still keep it a secret, speaking frankly. And we will keep this secrecy for 
one reason: if we admit now that we cannot build a longer-term economic and social 
policy without [unilateral cuts], then we will be forced to explain – why. Today we 
cannot tell even the Party about it; first of all we should bring about some order. If we say 
today how much we are removing for defense from the national revenue, this may reduce 
to naught [the effect] of the speech at the United Nations. Since such a [disatrous] 
situation does not exist in any other country. Perhaps only in poor [nischenskikh] 
countries, where half of their budget goes to military spending. 
  

Shevardnadze. For instance, in Angola. 
  

Gorbachev. Yes. But there the budget and everything is different. We are talking 
about another story. If we take this [glasnost approach] now, then [people] will tell us: 
your proposal is rubbish, you should cut your military expenditures by three-fourths. 
How do we go about it, comrades? First, in our plans we build in military expenses twice 
as large as the growth of national income, then our national income turns out to be going 
down the tubes, but we stick to our military plans. So you should [be able to] figure out 



[prikinte] what is going on here. For that reason we should be patient for a little bit 
longer. But you are all right–we will have to speak about it. Meanwhile only in a political 
sense.[…] By the time of 13th Five-Year Plan, Yuri Dmitrievich [Masliukov] we will 
implement all these decisions and will have something to say. Then our expenditures on 
this article [defense] will be somewhat closer to the American expenditures. 
 […] A lot of work should be done on the issue of our [military] grouping in 
Eastern Europe. We should do it in a systematic way [planomerno]. I know that all these 
proposals are being prepared for the Defense Council. We agreed to hold it in early 
January and to discuss all these issues. […] 
 […] See that younger officers do not develop a [negative] mood: is it worth 
continuing military service, continuing to be in the army. This should be prevented, 
comrades. … A country like ours cannot live without [an army]. Everything depends on 
many factors. I believe that whatever happens we should modernize the army. 
Incidentally, the army is needed for the maintenance of internal stability. This is an 
important tool in every sense. That is it. 
 Let’s finish our exchange. It was necessary. It is really a grand-scale policy-
making. I propose to instruct Comrades Shevardnadze, Zaikov, Yakovlev, Yazov, V.M. 
Kamentsev to finalize the draft resolution of the CC on this issue having in mind the 
discussion at the Politburo. 
  

MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO. Agreed. 
 
 [Source: Center for the Storage of Contemporary Documentation (TsKhSD), Moscow, 
fond 89, perechen’ 42, dokument 24. Translated by Vladislav Zubok.] 
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 1. About practical implementation and practical support [obespechenii] of the 
results of the visit of Cde. M.S. Gorbachev to the U.N. 
 Gorbachev. […] We can state that our initiatives pulled the rug [out] from under 
the feet of those who have been prattling, and not without success, that new political 
thinking is just about words. The Soviet Union, they said, should still provide evidence. 
There was plenty of talk, many nice words, but not a single tank is withdrawn, not a 
single cannon. Therefore the unilateral reduction left a huge impression, and, one should 
admit, created an entirely different background for perceptions of our policies and the 
Soviet Union as a whole. 
 […] Such impressive positive shifts created among the conservative part of the 
US political elite, and not only in the US, concern, anxiety and even fear. Thatcher also 
shares some of it. This breeds considerations of another kind, the essence of which is–to 
lower expectations, to sow doubts, even suspicions. Behind it is the plot to stop the 
process of erosion [and], disintegration of the foundation of the “Cold War.” That is the 
crux of the matter. We are proposing and willing to build a new world, to destroy the old 
basis. Those who oppose it are in the minority, but these circles are very influential. 
 In the classified information which we receive they speak directly: we cannot 
allow the Soviet Union to seize the initiative and lead the entire world. […] 
 What kind of policy will the US conduct with regard to us? There are several very 
interesting and serious versions. […] 
 Here is one: changes in the policy of the USSR are caused by the profound crisis 
of communism and socialism and what is happening in the socialist world and the Soviet 
Union is allegedly a departure from these ideas. In other words we are dismantling 
socialism with our perestroika and renouncing communist goals. This version is used to 
devalue our peace initiatives. These are just forced steps, so they say, they do not have 
another option [im devatsia nekuda]. Well, there is some grain of realism in this, but only 



to a degree. We had something different in mind when we formulated our policy. Of 
course, we considered internal needs as well. 
 On the basis of this version comes the conclusion that the United States should do 
nothing on its part to consolidate positive shifts in international relations. The Soviet 
Union as well as other socialist countries, so they say have no way out. [The USSR] will 
give up its positions step by step. This is serious, comrades. The “Washington Times” 
writes about it. And the “Heritage Foundation” prepared recommendations for the future 
Bush administration along these lines. 
 And here is the viewpoint of liberal circles: The USSR is not renouncing 
socialism, instead it is rescuing it, as President [Franklin D.] Roosevelt once rescued 
American capitalism through the New Deal. They remind us that capitalism, in order to 
solve its problems, many times borrowed socialist ideas of planning, state regulation, 
social programs based on the principle of more social fairness. So they do not want to 
allow the Right to play on their version and to devalue our peace initiatives. […] 
 If this [conservative] version prevails, it will have a serious political effect. 
Incidentally, some elements of this concept are present in the thinking of [President-elect 
George H.W.] Bush. As if they are passing from Reagan to Bush. They are present in 
Western Europe: they say that under [US President Ronald] Reagan the United States has 
built up its military potential, activated their support to freedom fighters in various 
regions, and thereby convinced the Soviet Union that expansionist policy has no future. 
Some Europeans also want to consider the source of change of Soviet policy as American 
power. 
 This seems to be the most influential current. In essence it is close to the official 
viewpoint. Its danger [vred] is obvious, since, if it takes root and becomes the foundation 
of the policy of the future administration, it will contribute to the arms race and to 
military interference by the US in other countries. I am now following these things very 
closely. […] 
 Now we should work out a longer-term plan of practical measures to implement 
the announced concept [at the UN]. On this issue the Politburo has received 
considerations from departments of the CC, the Foreign Ministry, the Ministry of 
Defense, and the Committee of State Security [KGB]. They provide a program of actions 
for the near and distant future. Perhaps this is still a first draft. We should pull our heads 
together and give it time.[…] 
 In what was discussed during the days of my stay in New York, the major issue 
was about the future of perestroika. And this I would like to emphasize before the 
Politburo. Could there be a reverse? Incidentally, this is the object of most intense 
speculation among the Far Right. […] And if you analyze the content of recorded foreign 
broadcasts [by a special service called radioperekhvat] in languages of our country on all 
foreign stations, the emphasis is clearly on the difficulties of perestroika, on growing 
obstacles to the process in the economy, in relations among the nationalities, in the 
process of democratization and glasnost, etc. 
 When I had to stay in isolation [during the trip], I tried during those twelve days, 
day by day, to analyze and systematize the material on this score and to give my 
assessment. [Radio voices] are hammering away at the Soviet audience that perestroika is 
losing ground, grinding to a halt, that it has not given anything to the people, that in the 
leadership and the party chaos reins, that the country is sliding toward chaos. And no 



matter what the leadership would undertake, it sooner or later will end up in a trap. And 
[that] the future of the present leadership hangs by a thread. To be frank, they say that 
Gorbachev is living through his last days. According to the most optimistic forecasts, he 
can have a year, a year and a half. True, Vladimir Alexandrovich [Kryuchkov]? 
 Kryuchkov. [Chairman of the KGB] People say many things. 
 Gorbachev. You do not want to speak up. It is so. I should not say that we are 
very surprised by all this. I do not want to be excessively cheerful [izlishnee 
bodriachestvo], but if they are upset, if they try to make these forecasts, it means that 
they are afraid of our perestroika. […] 
 Of course, it is still premature to draw serious conclusions about the policy of the 
future administration, but something can be said on the basis of contacts and some 
information. First, it is hard to expect that this administration will aggravate relations 
with the USSR or will get involved in some risky international adventure [avantiura] that 
can undermine these relations. There seems to be solid ground for saying this. On the 
other hand, Comrades, I believe with full certainty that the administration is not ready for 
a new serious turn in relations with the USSR which would correspond to the steps our 
side has undertaken. At least such is the picture today. So they say: we stay prudent, we 
will not hurry. 
 Still, at the last moment, when I managed to break away from Reagan [otorvatsia 
ot Reigana] I spoke to Bush about this indecisiveness. He snapped back: you must 
understand my position. I can not, according to American tradition, step up front until a 
formal transfer of power has taken place. This I understand, no question about it. We will 
have understanding. And he assured me–there will be continuity. He believes we should 
build on what has been achieved, and he will make his own contribution. 
 All that we have received through different channels says that, from their side, 
they will add to our efforts to develop our relations. 
 We should take into account that Bush is a very cautious politician. They say his 
idiosyncratic feature is the “natural caution” of Bush. It is inside him. We should see it. 
And what can make Bush act? Only [a threat] of the loss of prestige for the 
administration. So we need [these sort of] circumstances which we have now created by 
our initiatives to promote this process. 
 The mood of the present administration mostly reflects centrist sentiments in 
political circles of the US and Bush himself says: I am in the center. Most of those who 
today turn out to be in Bush’s team are people who in America are called traditionalists. 
These people were brought up in the years of the Cold War and still do not have any 
foreign policy alternative to the traditional post-war course of the United States with all 
its zigzags to the Right, to the Left, even with its risky adventures. And we should 
understand it. And much will depend on how we act. I think that they [in the US] are still 
concerned lest they might be on the losing side, nothing more. Big breakthroughs can 
hardly be expected. We should produce smart policy. 
 [Georgi] Arbatov has just shared with the following ideas. They [the Americans] 
have suddenly sent a trial balloon: we are not ready, let’s wait, we will see. In general, 
they will drag their feet, they want to break the wave that has been created by our 
initiatives. In response they heard that, of course, we could wait because we have much to 
do in other directions–Europe, Asia, Latin America. Then they say: Well, you 
misunderstood us. 



 So we should have a thoughtful, dynamic, practical policy. We cannot allow the 
future administration to take a protracted time out and slow down the tempo of our 
political offensive.[…] 
 Shevardnadze. […] There is a draft resolution [on Point 1 of the Politburo 
agenda]. Of course, I do not consider it a final draft. We will have to work on it.[…] 
 It is not true that the draft [zapiska] has not been cleared with the Ministry of 
Defense. The reasons are well known: comrades were not in place, only Comrade Lobov 
was present and all these issues, all these points we agreed upon with him. We went to 
him, obtained his signature, etc. But this is not so important. I fear another thing. What, 
for instance, does the Ministry of Defense propose in its report? To present data to the 
Supreme Soviet only after the discussion by the Defense Council and the Politburo, etc. 
Should we do it, if we are getting ready for a new Supreme Soviet with a new status, new 
rights, new content and forms of its work? I believe it should not be done. 
 I have serious reservations about a proposal that the Supreme Soviet receive 
information only about the main lines of military build-up, and not the [actual] plans of 
this build-up as the draft suggests. This may result in the absence of any details in 
discussion of this issue by the Supreme Soviet and in the same negative consequences we 
have already spoken about. Specific plans will continue to be adopted and implemented 
in secrecy [v zakritom poriadke] without the Supreme Soviet [s’ approval]. We should 
not let this happen. It is absolutely unclear how the Supreme Soviet, without information 
about specific plans, will be able to consider seriously and approve defense expenditures. 
This is a very serious issue. It is also hard to understand the reasons for the objection 
against this clause of the [Foreign Ministry’s Politburo draft resolution] where it says 
about a presentation for a plan and schedule of withdrawal of our troops from the 
territories of Allies and about its discussion with the friends. 
 As far as I know, a specific schedule of withdrawal has not been discussed at the 
Committee of Ministers of Defense [of the Warsaw Pact]. We should have such plans, to 
agree on them with the allies and to announce them publicly so that everybody knows 
about our firm intention to carry out what was stated at the United Nations, in a 
systematic, purposeful and orderly way. Otherwise, if everything is to be decided in a 
usual business order [v rabochem poriadke], as comrades [from the Ministry of Defense] 
write, we will become a target for allegations that we are trying to sidetrack the issue of 
withdrawal [from Eastern Europe] and troop restructuring [pereformirovanie] [and] to do 
everything contrary to what was announced from the pulpit of the General Assembly. 
 The following issue [in the proposals of the Ministry of Defense] is in direct 
contradiction to what was said at the [UN] session and to the clause of the [Foreign 
Ministry] draft resolution. I have in mind the formula of the Ministry of Defense that 
[Soviet] forces that will stay on the territory of the socialist countries after [unilateral] 
cuts should adopt a more, I stress, more defensive posture. These are just words but they 
have significance in principle. Cde. Gorbachev spoke about giving these forces a 
different, unequivocally defensive structure. An important and big difference. We will be 
caught by hand on every, so to say, detail. And now they tell us to speak not about 
structure, but about some kind of abstract direction. Behind this difference in terminology 
stands various methods of implementation of the General Secretary’s address. In practice 
we should act in accordance with the speech at the U.N., so that will deeds would not 
diverge from the words. 



 I cannot agree either with the way the draft of the Ministry of Defense treats the 
issues of glasnost and openness, which are today of principled importance, of highest 
importance. When we carry out our unilateral steps, glasnost and openness would be 
maximized, in my opinion. Otherwise the desired effect will be lost, and, it seems to me, 
our policy will sustain a propaganda defeat. Our opponents will not hesitate to take us up 
on this and to sow doubts [to the effect] that the declared steps are not implemented in 
full. 
 [The military] proposes not maximum, but a permissible openness. What 
permissible openness means is not clear. Even more important [is] that even this 
permissible glasnost and openness is suggested to be applied only to the withdrawal of 
our troops from the territory of the Allies. As to the reduction measures on our territory, 
apparently no glasnost is permitted. This is, probably, wrong as well. 
 In general, my conclusion is that the amendments [to the Foreign Ministry draft 
proposed in the Ministry of Defense’s] draft resolution, in particular to the military-
political section, are designed not to allow genuine glasnost and openness. And I still 
believe that these issues are of great importance. 
 In conclusion, Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev], several words. You spoke about 
some informational reports…They want us to be nervous. And look at them, they are 
serious people, serious politicians… 
 Gorbachev. Yesterday in the morning [US Ambassador Jack] Matlock asked for 
a meeting with [Alexander] Yakovlev and arrived. He listened to a broadcast from 
Leningrad, engineered [inspirirovannuiu] by Comrade Soloviev [first secretary of the 
Leningrad Party Organization]. During this program chairman of the GDR government 
said that one should keep in mind the plots of imperialist intelligence services and their 
subversive activities against perestroika. Well, Matlock then said: “I have a special 
request from my leadership, both the current and the future one, to declare that we 
support perestroika.” 
 Shevardnadze. You know, sometimes we help ourselves to blow up some foreign 
authorities. We found an analysis of this guy [former National Security Adviser Henry] 
Kissinger. Look what remained of his theory after your speech. 
 Gorbachev. Nothing remained. 
 Shevardnadze. If one says, another, second, third, we should not take it as 
absolute wisdom. I think we should treat it more seriously. 
 Gorbachev. We are used to the fact, that if, in our country, someone speaks up, 
then it is necessarily an official viewpoint. And there they just talk [boltaiut], you see. 
[…] 
 Gorbachev. When we discussed [alternative military service] at the Defense 
Council, and even considered it in the Politburo, we spoke about reductions of troops by 
five hundred thousand. Then, in order to resolve the issue [relating to the drafting of] 
students, we said: add to these five hundred another hundred thousand, to remove the 
issue of the enlistment of students, but let’s continue talking everywhere about five 
hundred thousand. These five hundred [thousand] are straight army troops, and the one 
hundred [thousand] are construction troops. Eduard Amvrosievich [Shevardnadze] would 
like to announce the figure six hundred thousand, and I told him–no, because if we start 
comparing troop numbers, they will always poke their finger at the fact that these are 



construction troops, and we will insist that they are not. Therefore, officially we speak 
about 500 thousand. 
 Yakovlev. Yesterday I met with Matlock. He told me that Bush is more 
professional, better informed, but at the same time is more cautious. He tried to convince 
me that he always took part in the preparation of specific decisions, [that he] was 
interested in details, [that] knew many, that is: he cast the new president in the best 
possible light. 
 What else should we keep in mind in terms of putting pressure on the Americans? 
They are very afraid of our European and Pacific policies. They would not like to [have 
to] jump on [an already] departing train, a runaway train no less. They are used to being 
in the driver’s seat. They are upset by our active foreign policy in other regions. […] 
 Most importantly, Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev], you spoke many times about 
it, is the disappearance of the enemy image. If we continue to advance in this direction 
and carry out this business, we will ultimately pull the carpet from under the feet of the 
military-industrial complex [of the United States]. Of course, the Americans will be 
forced to change their approaches radically. 
 Yazov. In accordance with the decision of the Defense Council taken on 9 
November [1988], the Ministry of Defense has already worked out the plans for 
withdrawal of troops from the GDR, CSSR, HPR [Hungarian People’s Republic] and 
PPR [Polish People’s Republic]. 
 After your speech at the United Nations I attended a Party conference of the 
Group of Soviet Forces in Germany. There was not a single question or provocative 
remark. Fourteen people spoke, all with approval. On Saturday I was at the conference in 
Kiev district of Moscow. There was a question: “Would the withdrawal affect 
preparedness for defense?” I answered. There were no more questions; everyone reacted 
with understanding. The entire armed forces of the country regard this with 
understanding. In the [session of the] Committee of the Defense Ministers that was held 
in Sofia, all ministers took it with understanding. 
 I believe we are ready to report to the Defense Council on our plans to implement 
those proposals that have been publicized at United Nations. 
 The Ministry of Defense does not object to publicity on the issues of military 
build-up in the Supreme Soviet. But according to the Constitution the Defense Council 
approves, so I believe that before moving them to the Commission of the Supreme 
Council, all the issues should be considered at the Defense Council. I do not know why 
Cde. Shevardnadze disagrees with this. Before Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev] 
presented these proposals at the United Nations, this issue had been considered by the 
Defense Council and over here, in the Politburo. How could it have been otherwise? The 
Americans do not open [up] everything for us either. What we really learn from them we 
cannot buy for any money in the world. And why should we pass everything right away 
through the Commission of the Supreme Soviet? Today the Commission of the Supreme 
Soviet includes a very broad group [of people]. And not everybody should know 
everything. 
 Gorbachev. I think this is a misunderstanding.[…] There are many things that the 
Americans consider behind closed doors. 
 Yazov. Absolutely true. 



 Gorbachev. There are things that the Congress does not even consider. They can 
be done at the discretion of the President and the National Security Council. 
 Yazov. Now, on the formula about defensive direction, in his speech Mikhail 
Sergeevich [Gorbachev] really has mentioned cuts of 10 thousand tanks. In doing this, we 
have to touch on all the troops that are located in the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany. 
We have to include our tank divisions [in the reduction]. There are motorized regiments 
in tank divisions. We intend to preserve these motorized regiments. And to remove tank 
regiments from the tank divisions that stay in Germany, so that more tanks could be 
withdrawn. In this situation should we really reveal the entire structure only because we 
want more glasnost? 
 I believe that this is the prerogative of those countries that provide their territory 
for our troops. In any case, we will reveal what can be revealed, but it is not necessary to 
go all the way. 
 As to the schedule for withdrawal, we are ready to make a report about it. We 
propose to withdraw three divisions from Eastern Europe during this year and three 
divisions next year. 
 As to the part concerning the USSR and Mongolia, we are also prepared to report 
to the Defense Council on the schedule. 
 Ligachev. I would like to mention two or three circumstances…In a word, 
perestroika in international relations is very substantial. By the way it does not lose its 
class character, which was stressed by Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev] in his report at 
the 19th Party Conference. At the same time we spoke, and justifiably so, about the 
priority of common human values, common human interests. I believe that if it were not 
for common interests of the countries that belong to different social-economic systems, 
there would be no unity in actions. A common interest exists apparently in the following 
directions. The huge burden of military budgets. It is felt by the world of socialism as 
well as by the world of capitalism. Issues related to the survival of humanity, ecological 
problems have become burning issues. All this, taken together, and above all our policy 
of initiatives, have led to some changes for the better.[…] 
 Foreign policy is a very large complex of issues. And most important among 
them, cardinal, is disarmament.[…] We need disarmament most of all. We carried this 
burden, with relation to the military budget, with the result that in the economic area we 
could hardly solve anything important.[…] 
 But this does not mean that we should weaken the defense preparedness of the 
country. We have enough ways, approaches, and means to reduce the excessively large 
military expenditures and to use rationally, pragmatically the means for strengthening the 
defense readiness of the country. We should tell this to the party, [and] to the party 
activists. Today, when the world has already begun to disarm, slowly but surely, in the 
final analysis, the power of the state will be determined not by military might, but by a 
strong economy and by political cohesion of society. 
 Vorotnikov. […] I would mention only one point. You, Mikhail Sergeevich 
[Gorbachev] in your speech have emphasized the ambiguous approach to perestroika and 
the reaction by the capitalist circles, including the United States. But even in the socialist 
countries we run into serious problems. 
 Maybe in our draft resolution we should formulate directions of our policy 
towards the socialist commonwealth after all? Indeed, there is nothing in the draft, beside 



[the point about] telebridges that should be arranged together with socialist journalists. I 
consider the situation in a number of socialist countries so complicated [neprostaia] that 
we should in one or another document clarify our thinking. It flows from your speech. 
 Gorbachev. Comrades, let us call it a day. Our action that we have been 
preparing for so long and implemented has evoked a large amount of publicity. It elevates 
us to a new level in our thinking and work.[…] In general, I think that our resolution 
encompasses all these directions [political, diplomatic, ideological follow-up]. But the 
comrades should read it once again. Perhaps they will add something useful to it or 
suggest some corrections. […] 
 I also have points to add. Vitaly Ivanovich [Vorotnikov] said that people ask 
within the country: how did it come about that we “strip down” independently? And 
Yegor Kuzmich [Ligachev] approached this theme from another angle: the Party should 
know. We will still keep it a secret, speaking frankly. And we will keep this secrecy for 
one reason: if we admit now that we cannot build a longer-term economic and social 
policy without [unilateral cuts], then we will be forced to explain – why. Today we 
cannot tell even the Party about it; first of all we should bring about some order. If we say 
today how much we are removing for defense from the national revenue, this may reduce 
to naught [the effect] of the speech at the United Nations. Since such a [disatrous] 
situation does not exist in any other country. Perhaps only in poor [nischenskikh] 
countries, where half of their budget goes to military spending. 
 Shevardnadze. For instance, in Angola. 
 Gorbachev. Yes. But there the budget and everything is different. We are talking 
about another story. If we take this [glasnost approach] now, then [people] will tell us: 
your proposal is rubbish, you should cut your military expenditures by three-fourths. 
How do we go about it, comrades? First, in our plans we build in military expenses twice 
as large as the growth of national income, then our national income turns out to be going 
down the tubes, but we stick to our military plans. So you should [be able to] figure out 
[prikinte] what is going on here. For that reason we should be patient for a little bit 
longer. But you are all right–we will have to speak about it. Meanwhile only in a political 
sense.[…] By the time of 13th Five-Year Plan, Yuri Dmitrievich [Masliukov] we will 
implement all these decisions and will have something to say. Then our expenditures on 
this article [defense] will be somewhat closer to the American expenditures. 
 […] A lot of work should be done on the issue of our [military] grouping in 
Eastern Europe. We should do it in a systematic way [planomerno]. I know that all these 
proposals are being prepared for the Defense Council. We agreed to hold it in early 
January and to discuss all these issues. […] 
 […] See that younger officers do not develop a [negative] mood: is it worth 
continuing military service, continuing to be in the army. This should be prevented, 
comrades. … A country like ours cannot live without [an army]. Everything depends on 
many factors. I believe that whatever happens we should modernize the army. 
Incidentally, the army is needed for the maintenance of internal stability. This is an 
important tool in every sense. That is it. 
 Let’s finish our exchange. It was necessary. It is really a grand-scale policy-
making. I propose to instruct Comrades Shevardnadze, Zaikov, Yakovlev, Yazov, V.M. 
Kamentsev to finalize the draft resolution of the CC on this issue having in mind the 
discussion at the Politburo. 



 MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO. Agreed. 
 
 [Source: Center for the Storage of Contemporary Documentation (TsKhSD), Moscow, 
fond 89, perechen’ 42, dokument 24. Translated by Vladislav Zubok.] 
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