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the Presidium of the Central Committee of the

Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CC CPSU)
found N.S. Khrushchev, the First Secretary, in the minor-
ity. With a Kremlin coup in the offing, Khrushchev
managed to convoke a CC plenary session, whose outcome
was not at all certain prior to the meeting’s opening. But
by the third day, when the epigraph above was spoken, it
was clear that the Army and security organs, together with
the CC, would support Khrushchev. Thus, Molotov had no
axe at hand and Khrushchev’s concern was purely rhetori-
cal, a reminder of the true correlation of forces on the
plenum floorl This kind of showmanship is illustrative of
the theatrical qualities of the plenum transcripts, excerpts
from which are presented here for the first time in English
translation. Additional materials can be found on the
CWIHP website.

For the most part, the CC CPSU Presidium/Politburo
members staged and took leading roles in the dfama.
Under Stalin, and later under Brezhnev, autocratic rule
produced unanimously-approved speeches and decisions to
be rubber-stamped by the plenum. But during the
Khrushchev years, especially between 1953 and 1957,
“collective leadership” produced multiple Presidium
scripts to compete on the plenum floor, with the winning
narrative to be determined by the audience. With this in
mind, the selection of cadres for the plenum (to paraphrase
Stalin) would decide alf. Of course, the structure of
CPSU work and promotion was such that all Presidium
members had chaired innumerable meetings ddittie
and knew all the organizational tricks. But Khrushchev
was best of all, both at garnering loyalty and placing the
trustworthy onto the CC.This is not to say, as Mark
Kramer points out in his essay, that the plenum decisions
were made in the course of the session. Nonetheless, the
plenum discussions provide us with a window into the
Presidium-level discussions that did lead to the key

I n the third week of June 1957, a series of meetings of
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I n October 1995 the Center for Storage of Contempo-
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The different versions of the proceedings were
preserved for most, but not all, of the 51 plenums. The
status of each version is specified clearly both iroftig’
and on the cover of eadelo Thedelafor a particular
version are grouped consecutively, which makes it
relatively easy to distinguish them from other versions.

In addition to the transcripts of plenum proceedings
Opis’ 1 includes many files of documents that were use
distributed at the plenums. These documents in some
cases were publicly available after the plenums, but in
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were told by the highest party authorities, went along
obediently this time as well.

The stenographic account of the July 1953 plenum
was declassified and published in early 1991, and it ha
been cited by many Western and Russian scholars sing
then1® Unfortunately, most of these scholars have failg
to take due account of the context of the plenum. Rath
than seeing the plenum for what it was—namely, an
attempt by Beria’s rivals to rationalize their actions by
blaming the ousted security chief for a host of purporte
“crimes"— many researchers have taken at face value
allegations made against Beria. This has been especia

four powers.22 (Molotov conveniently neglected to
mention that this was precisely the position he himself had
long supported.) To be on the safe side, the words “and
5 under the control of the four powers” were omitted from
ethe stenographic account, thus implying that Beria had
dwanted the Soviet Union simply to abandon East Germany.
eNumerous other changes of this sort were made, including
some of much greater length. All of them were designed
to bring even greater discredit upon Beria.
| For most of the other plenums as well, extensive
frehanges were made in the transcripts before stenographic
llgccounts were issued. In some cases lengthy portions

true of the claims about Beria’s supposed effort to “desfrayere rewritten, and several new paragraphs or even new

the people’s democratic regime in [East Germany].”
Beria’s real views about Germany in the spring of 1953
bore little resemblance to the accusations lodged again
him. It was Molotov, not Beria, who had taken the lead
forging the new Soviet policy toward Germany after
Stalin’s death, and all the other top Soviet officials,
including Beria, had supported h#f. The views attrib-
uted to Beria were contrived by Molotov to gloss over h
own responsibility for having drastically reshaped Sovie
Deutschlandpolitiust before the June 1953 uprising in
East Germany. Numerous Western and Russian schol
who have used the published stenographic account of
July 1953 plenum have been far too accepting of
Molotov’s tendentious portrayal of Beria and Germahy.

The misunderstandings that have arisen from the
declassified account of the July 1953 Central Committg
plenum underscore the need for circumspection when
drawing on the materials in Fond 2. Unless scholars
constantly bear in mind the purpose and context of eac
plenum, they risk going astray in their interpretations of
substantive issues as well as of the dynamics of Soviet
policy-making.

One additional problem that researchers may enco
ter when using the new plenum materials is the distor

ti
that sometimes crept in during the editing of the Centr;I

Committee transcripts. As noted above, Fond 2 contai
two or more versions of most of the plenums. For rese
purposes, the most useful version is the “author’s copy
which contains a verbatim transcript with handwritten
changes and handwritten or typed insertions. This vers
of the transcript enables scholars to see both the origin
proceedings and the changes that senior officials wants
make. If scholars consult only the “corrected copy” or t
“stenographic account,” they are likely to miss some
important nuances in the original proceedings. For
example, by the time a stenographic account was issue
for the July 1953 plenum, numerous modifications had
been made to cast as sinister a light as possible on Be
actions. A comparison with the verbatim transcript sho
that, among other things, Beria’s views about Germany|
were depicted in far more extreme terms in the edited
account. At one point in the verbatim transcript, Molotg
claimed that Beria had supported a united Germany

pages were added. On occasion, entirely new speeches
were inserted3 The finished product is valuable, indeed
sessential, for scholars to consult, but it can be highly
imisleading unless it is compared with the verbatim
transcript. Only the “author’s copy” permits researchers to
examine simultaneously the original proceedings and the
subsequent editin%4 If that version is not available, it is
smportant to look at both the “uncorrected stenogram” and
tthe “stenographic account.” In a few cases (e.g., the
December 1959 plenum) these two versions do not differ
nmarkedly, but in the large majority of cases the differences
hean be of great importance.

Selected Plenum Highlights
Most of the Central Committee plenums between

e1941 and 1966 had no direct bearing on foreign policy.
Instead they focused on agricultural policy, economic
problems, local party management, and the like. A number
hof the plenums, however, dealt at length with foreign
policy issues. Some plenums covered two or more topics,
both external and internal, whereas other plenums focused
exclusively on important foreign developments. Plenums
Lithat approved changes (or impending changes) in the
neadership, as in March 1953, July 1953, January 1955,
June 1957, October 1957, and October 1964, also are of
great importance for studies of the Cold War. In a brief
puantticle of this sort it would be impossible to give an
" exhaustive overview of the many issues covered by the
plenums, but a few highlights will suffice to indicate how
iosith some of the material is.
al
dnitensity of the Post-Stalin Leadership Struggle
he One of the most intriguing aspects of the plenums

from 1953 through 1957 is what they reveal about the
leadership struggle. Western observers had long surmised
dhat a fierce struggle was under way behind the scenes, but
the only direct evidence for this at the time was the
iascasional announcement that a senior official had been
velismissed or demoted. The declassified transcripts of
Central Committee plenums, as well as other new docu-
ments and first-hand accounts, reveal that the leadership
vstruggle was even more intense than most analysts had
suspected. At some plenums, notably those in July 1953,

“which will be peaceloving and under the control of the

when the Central Committee denounced Beria, in January
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1955, when Malenkov came under sharp criticism prio

rfto
his dismissal as prime minister, in February 1956, Wherlx

preparations were under way for Khrushchev’s “secret
speech” condemning Stalin, in June 1957, when
Khrushchev ousted the Anti-Party Group, and in Octob
1957, when Khrushchev removed his erstwhile ally and
defense minister, Marshal Georgii Zhukov, the leadersH
struggle dominated the sessions. Yet even at plenums
were ostensibly convened for other reasons, the ferocit
the leadership struggle often affected the entire procee
ings.

One of the best examples came at the lengthy plen
in July 1955, which focused on several topics, including
the recentapprochementvith Yugoslavia. [Ed. Note: For
extensive excerpts, see below in thidletin.] During the
debate about Yugoslavia, one of Khrushchev’s chief riv
Wacheslav Molotov, came under fierce attack. At this
juncture, barely a year-and-a-half after Beria had been
executed, the prospect of losing out in the power strugg
still implied potentially grave risks. Even so, Molotov
largely held his ground and only grudgingly, at the very
end of the plenum, sought to propitiate his attackers. T
segment of the plenum that dealt with Yugoslavia featu
a lengthy (138-page) opening speech by Khrushchev,
which provided a detailed, highly informative (albeit
selective and tendentious) overview of the reasons for
Soviet-Yugoslav split under Stalf® (Much of the blame
was laid on “the provocative role of Beria and

Abakumov.”) Toward the end of the speech, Khrushch¢
revealed to the Central Committee that the Presidium h

“unanimously” decided to report that Molotov had
“consistently adopted an incorrect position” on the
Yugoslav question and had “refused to disavow his
incorrect views.26 Khrushchev read aloud the

Presidium’s conclusion that “Com. Molotov’s position o

the Yugoslav matter does not serve the interests of the
Soviet state and the socialist camp and does not confo
with the principles of Leninist policy.”

Khrushchev's comments touched off a spate of
denunciations of Molotov’s views on Yugoslavia. One
such attack came from Georgii Malenkov, who, despite
having lost his post as prime minister four months earli
was still a ket epbgue os the pCPSUPresidium :Tj 0 .9
sesiultsthat the PCCPresidium had tnhiefed hrom Ghe
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advanced by Com. Molotov as inimical to our party and
non-Leninist and sectarian position”), it was clear that
Molotov had experienced a major setback. But what is
perhaps most striking, in view of the intense criticism
Molotov encountered, is that he was able to hold onto h
position for another two years and that he very nearly
out over Khrushchev in June 1957. The transcript of th
July 1955 plenum thus provides crucial evidence that
Khrushcheyv, despite having consolidated his position a
good deal, had by no means overcome his most formid
challenger. Anyone who could withstand and recover f
the attacks that Molotov endured during the July 1955
plenum was obviously well-suited to be a constant thre

Fissures in the Communist World (I): Yugoslavia and
Poland

Quite apart from what the plenum documents reveal

about the post-Stalin leadership struggle, they shed
intriguing light on the priorities of Soviet foreign policy.
One thing that quickly becomes evident from the 822 fi
in Opis’ 1 is the importance that CPSU officials attache
ideological relations with other Communist countries.
Although no plenums dealt at length with the crises in H
Germany in 1953 and Poland and Hungary in 1956 (in

contrast to the much more prolonged crisis with Czechg-

slovakia in 1968-69, which was the main subject of threg
separate plenums), numerous plenums during the
Khrushchev and early Brezhnev periods focused exclu

avorld Communist movement, Yugoslav leaders refused to
endorse i2 At the CPSU Central Committee plenum a
few weeks after the conference, one of the highest-ranking
party officials, Mikhail Suslov, who was broadly respon-
isible for ideology and intra-bloc relations, explained to the
anembers that “Yugoslavia's failure to participate . . .
eattests to the continuing ideological disagreements
between the League of Communists of Yugoslavia [LCY]
and the other Communist parties of the socialist coun-
abies.’33 He cited several areas in which “ideological
odisagreements remain:” the “unwillingness of the
Yugoslav comrades to speak about a socialist camp,
htespecially a socialist camp headed by the Soviet Union”;

es
] to

ast

e

sively, or at least extensively, on the nettlesome problein of

relations with Yugoslavia, China, and the world Commul
nist movement. The momentous decision to seek a
rapprochementvith Yugoslavia in May 1955 was regards
as such an abrupt and, from the ideological standpoint,
potentially disorienting change of course that Soviet
leaders believed they should explain the move to the fu
Central Committe81 At a plenum in July 1955,
Khrushchev and numerous other Presidium members |
out the basic rationale—that “because of serious mista
we lost Yugoslaviarhy poteryali Yugoslaviyand the
enemy camp has begun to lure that country over to its
side”—and emphasized the “enormous importance of
winning back our former loyal ally.” Not surprisingly, thg
Central Committee voted unanimously in support of the
Presidium’s actions.

Similarly, in later years when tensions reemerged W
Yugoslavia (in large part because of the crises in 1956)
Khrushchev and his colleagues again believed it wise t
explain these tensions to the Central Committee. One
occasion came in December 1957, when a plenum wag
convened to inform Central Committee members about
two-part conference held in Moscow the previous mont
to mark the 40th anniversary of the Bolshevik takeover.
The leaders of the thirteen ruling Communist parties hg
been invited to the first part of the conference on 14-16
November, but Yugoslav officials had declined to take
part. When the other twelve parties met and issued a
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realized36
The plenum documents also reveal that Yugoslavia
was not the only East European country that complicat

1%
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view, had left China “isolated in the international arena’
Of particular interest were Suslov's comments about
Mao’s “completely incomprehensible” retreat during the
Sino-American crisis that erupted in August 1958 when
China began bombarding the offshore islands of Quem
and Matsu in the Taiwan Straits:

We [in Moscow] regarded it as our internationalist
duty to come out decisively in support of the fraternal
Chinese people, with whom our country is bound by
alliance obligations. According to secret documents
that we had intercepted, it had become clear that the
ruling circles in America were already psychologically
prepared to relinquish the offshore islands to the PR(
However, after precipitating an extreme situation in
the vicinity of the offshore islands and making far-
reaching statements, the Chinese comrades backed
down at the critical moment. . . . It is obvious that in
backing down, the Chinese comrades squandered

thi?&s. The perception abroad was that they had cay
in.

In all these respects, Suslov argued, “the Chinese
comrades are at odds with the common foreign policy |
of the socialist camp. The lack of needed coordination
between the two most powerful Communist parties on

report may have left some Central Committee members
wondering whether relations with China could really be
mended, at least while Mao Zedong remained in power:

Dy It has to be said that all the mistakes and shortcomings

in the internal and foreign policies of the Chinese
Communist Party can be explained in large part by the
cult of personality surrounding Com. Mao Zedong.
Formally, the CC of the Chinese Communist Party
abides by the norms of collective leadership, but in
reality the most important decisions are made by one
man and therefore are often plagued by subjectivism
and, in some instances, are simply ill-conceived. By

L. all appearances, the glorification of Mao Zedong in

China has been growing inexorably. More and more
often, statements appear in the party press that “we
Chinese live in the great era of Mao Zedong.” Com-
rade Mao Zedong is depicted as a great leader and a
genius. They call him the beacon, who is shining the

ed way to Communism and is the embodiment of the

ideas of Communism. The name of Mao Zedong is
equated with the party, and vice versa. The works of
Com. Mao Zedong are presented in China as the final

ne word of creative Marxism and are placed on a par with

the classic works of Marxism-Leninism.... All of this,
unfortunately, impresses Com. Mao Zedong, who,

questions of foreign policy is abnorm&i2

After recounting this litany of “serious disagree-
ments,” Suslov emphasized that long-standing efforts t
increase the appearance and reality of unity within the
socialist camp made it imperative to curtail China’s
deviations in foreign policy:

N =4

The incorrect actions of one of the socialist countries
affects the international situation of the entire socialist
camp. We must bear in mind that imperialist propa-
ganda directly links the actions of the Chinese
comrades with the policy of the USSR and other
socialist countries. And indeed, our Communist
parties, too, always emphasize that the socialist cam
has only one foreign policy courds.

Suslov declared that the Soviet Union would try to
restore “complete unity” by continuing “to express our
candid opinions about the most important questions
affecting our common interests when our views do not
coincide.” Although the aim would be to bring China b3
into line with the USSR, Suslov argued that if these effq
failed, the CPSU Presidium would “stick by the position
that our party believes are correct.”

Throughout the report, Suslov insisted that the
disagreements were not yet irreparable. He noted sevéral
measures that could rapidly improve Sino-Soviet ties, gnd
he pledged that the CPSU Presidium would do all it coyld
to “strengthen and develop Soviet-Chinese friendship gnd
unity” on the basis of “Leninist principles of equality and
mutual cooperation.” Nevertheless, a key passage in h

ck
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—

Suslov acknowledged to the Central Committee tha
the impasse resulting from the “obduracy” of the Chinege
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These efforts by the CCP leaders, far from being
limited to the ideological sphere, extend into the
sphere of practical politics among socialist countries
and Communist parties. In seeking to enervate the
unity and cohesion of the socialist commonwealth, th
CCP leadership resorts to all manner of tricks and
maneuvers to disrupt economic and political relationg
among the socialist countries and to sow discord in
their activities on the international arena. Recently,
the fissiparous and subversive actions of the Chinese
leaders in the world Communist movement have
drastically increased. There is no longer any doubt
that Beijing is seeking to achieve a schism among thg
Communist parties and the creation of factions and
groups that are hostile to Marxism-Lenini&.

Suslov’s warning seemed even more pertinent a ye

parties are “disagreements between two hostile
classes, the proletariat and the bourgeoisie,” and hence
they reject any attempts to improve relations between
our partie?

D

The tone of Suslov’s presentation at this plenum was
far more somber than his earlier reports. He even warned
of Chinese efforts to stir up unrest in the Soviet Union
itself, alluding to a student demonstration that Chinese
officials had orchestrated in Moscow in early March 1965
to try, as Suslov put it, to “incite an anti-Soviet hyste-
ria.”63 No longer did he hold out any hope that relations
b with China could be ameliorated. Although Suslov

affirmed that “the CPSU Presidium believes it necessary to

move ahead patiently without giving in to provocations. . .

to show the Chinese people our sincere desire to live with
athem in friendship,” he acknowledged that “the Chinese

later, when Romania’s defiance had become more oveit.leadership has completely rejected all the positive sugges-

In April 1964 the Romanian government issued a stingi
rejection of Khrushchev's scheme for supranational
economic integration within the socialist bloc (a schemg
that would have relegated Romania to being little more
than a supplier of agricultural goods and raw materials
the more industrialized Communist countri&$) From
then on, the Romanian authorities began reorienting th
foreign trade away from the Soviet Union. By 1965,
Romania’s divergence from the basic foreign policy line
the Warsaw Pact countries was extending well beyond
foreign economic matters. In March 1965, Ceausescu
declined to take part in a Consultative Meeting of Comi
nist and Workers’ Parties in Moscow, which was design
to lay the groundwork for another world conference of

ngons in the communiqué from the Consultative Meeting.”
The increasingly harsh tone of the speeches given by
b Suslov and other Soviet leaders at Central Committee
plenums provides a valuable way to track the deterioration
fanf Soviet ties with China. After having sought, at the
December 1959 plenum, to caution against public denun-
piciations of China, Suslov over time had to embrace the
hostile rhetoric that characterized Sino-Soviet relations.
afhis trend corresponded with the shift in bilateral ties from
the amity of the mid-1950s to the tensions in the late 1950s
to the bitter dispute of the early and mid-1960s. Once the
hoenflict was fully under way, the pronouncements by
b&uslov and others at the plenums were intended not only to
warn about real dangers from China, but also to reassure

Communist parties, following up on the November 196

the Central Committee that the top leaders would not

session. Romania’s refusal to attend was based, at legstompromise Soviet interests.

part, on China’s boycott of the meeting. Soviet leaders
had assured Ceausescu and the Chinese authorities t
the wake of Khrushchev’s ouster in October 1964, ther

T lie Zhukov Affair
Normally, the Central Committee was not involved in

was an opportunity to search for “new approaches and |newitary policy. That sphere of activity was left to the
means of achieving unity in the world Communist movg- CPSU Presidium/Politburo, the Defense Council, the
ment,” but neither the Chinese, nor Ceausescu, agreed thlinistry of Defense, and the CPSU CC Administrative
take up the offer. Romania’s absence from the meeting Organs Department. Military issues were not brought

was conspicuous as the only ruling Communist party o
than China and Albania that failed to show up. (Official
from Cuba, North Vietnam, Mongolia, and North Korea
attended, as did representatives of several non-ruling
Communist parties.)

At a CPSU Central Committee plenum on 24-26
March 1965, Suslov praised the consultative meeting, &

heefore the Central Committee even for nominal approval.
5 A partial exception came in late October 1957, when
aKhrushchev decided to oust Soviet defense minister
Marshal Georgii Zhukov from all his senior party and
ministerial positions. Khrushchev took this step to
consolidate his own power, but the affair inevitably had
wome bearing on civil-military relations. Although it did

noted regretfully that Romania had not taken part. He {heat represent an institutional clash between civilian and

accused the Chinese of trying to sow discord within thej
Warsaw Pact:

The leadership of the CCP not only is directly suppor
ing factional groups in the fraternal countries, but is

also saying that “in the future this sort of work must b,
greatly stepped up.” The Chinese leaders declare th

military authorities (and clearly was not motivated by fears
that Zhukov would try to seize power ircaup d’'éta}, it
reinforced the norm of the army’s subordination to civilian
-(i.e., Communist Party) contrBf
The declassification of the October 1957 plenum
ematerials, amounting to several thousand pages, does not
hifully dispel the mystery that has long surrounded the

their disagreements with the CPSU and the other

Zhukov affair. Just four months earlier, in June 1957,
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Zhukov had sided with Khrushchev against the “Anti-
Party Group” and had been rewarded for his efforts by
being promoted to full membership on the CPSU Pre-
sidium. Khrushchev’s abrupt shift against Zhukov in
October 1957 came as a shock both inside and outside
Soviet Union. The decisive maneuvers to remove Zhul
occurred while the defense minister was on an extende
trip to Yugoslavia and Albania in the last few weeks of
October, a trip that had been authorized by the CPSU
Presidium. When Zhukov began his travels he had no
inkling that he was about to be dismissed, as he ackno
edged at the plenum:

Some three weeks ago, when | was instructed to set
for Yugoslavia and Albania, | said goodbye to all the
members of the CC [Presidium], or at least to most o
them, and we spoke as though we were the closest g
friends. No one said a word to me about any problen
. | was not given the slightest hint that my behavig
was somehow deemed improper. Only now are they
saying this to me. ... We all parted in such good
spirits and warm friendship three weeks ago that it's
still hard to believe all this has suddenly happe@%d.

In a remarkably short period of time after Zhukov’s
departure, Khrushchev arranged with the other Presidiy
members (and with senior military officers) to deprive t
defense minister of all his top posts. The CPSU Presid
formally endorsed the ouster of Zhukov and the appoin
ment of a successor, Marshal Rodion Malinovskii, at a
meeting on 26 October, which Zhukov was hastily
summoned to attend while he was still in Albania. The
announcement of his dismissal and the appointment of
Malinovskii as defense minister was carried by the TAS
news agency later that day. Only after Zhukov's fate w.

sealed did Khrushchev convene the Central Committeq.

Because the notes from Khrushchev’s earlier discu
sions and from the relevant Presidium meetings (esped
the meetings on 19 and 26 October) have not yet been
released, key information about Khrushchev’s motives
the affair is still unavailabl€® The plenum documents
show only what Khrushchev wanted the Central Comm
tee to hear, not necessarily what he really believed.
Nevertheless, the plenum materials do add some intrig
details to previous accounts and, if used circumspectly,
shed considerable light on the reasons for Khrushchev
move against his erstwhile ally.

One of the most valuable aspects of the declassifie
documents, repetitive and turgid though they may be, i
that they clarify the allegations against Zhukov. The
general case against Zhukov had been known since a {
days after the plenum, when summary materials were
published in the CPSU daiBravda®’ Official histories
of the Soviet Army'’s political organs, published in 1964
and 1968, had provided some additional informa®®n.
Even so, a few of the allegations were at best unclear,

had been accused of. Nor was it known whether Zhukov
had tried to defend himself against the charges. The vast
quantity of declassified testimony and supporting docu-
mentation introduced at the plenum, beginning with
tBaslov’s opening speech (which outlined all of Zhukov’s
@lleged transgressions), gives a much better sense of what
dthe charges entailed.

For example, it had long been known that Zhukov was
denounced for having proposed certain changes in high-
level military organs, but it was not known precisely what
whis alleged intentions were. The plenum materials indicate
that Zhukov was accused of having wanted to abolish the
Higher Military Council, a body consisting of all the
pfihembers and candidate members of the CPSU Presidium
as well as all the commanders of military districts, groups
of forces, and naval fleets. The Higher Military Council
fwas under the direct jurisdiction of the Defense Council,
N.the supreme command organ in the USSR, whose exist-

r days after the plenum, n introducetiritifhen
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Another allegation discussed at great length at the
plenum was Zhukov's supposed desire to establish a “g
of personality” around himself. One of the main things
cited as evidence for this accusation was the efforts tha
Zhukov allegedly made to highlight the depiction of his
own feats in the film “Velikaya bitva” (“The Great
Battle”), a documentary about the Battle of Stalingrad.
The film had been commissioned in October 1953 to
replace the 1943 film “Stalingrad,” which was deemed f
give undue prominence to Stalin’s role in the campaign
The new documentary was completed in early 1957 bu
was then subject to a number of revisions. At the CPS
Presidium meeting on 26 October, Zhukov insisted that
had not been involved in the production of “Velikaya
bitva,” but Suslov argued at the plenum that Zhukov’s
denials “do not correspond to realit{3 Relying on a
letter from the Soviet minister of culture, Nikolai
Mikhailov, which was drafted at Khrushchev's request
after the decision to remove Zhukov had been made,
Suslov claimed that the defense minister had “directly §
actively intervened in the film-making” numerous times
“propagandize [his own] cult of personalit{* Suslov
cited a few other items as well—notably, the preparatio
of an article about World War Il for tHereat Soviet
Encyclopediaand the majestic depiction of Zhukov in a
painting in the Soviet Army Museum—to bolster his cla
that “Zhukov was deeply concerned to aggrandize his
persona and his prestige, without regard for the interes
the [Communist] Party.” Having waged “a struggle
against the well-known abuses resulting from J. V. Stali
cult of personality,” Suslov declared, “our Party must
never again permit anyone to build up a cult of persong
in any form whatsoever’®

Perhaps the most serious allegation put forth by
Suslov and Khrushchev was that Zhukov had been tryi
to “take control of the army away from the party and to
establish a one-man dictatorship in the armed foré@s.”
Khrushchev argued that there was supposed to be “a
division of responsibilities among [senior] members of {]
party,” and that no single official, not even the CPSU Fi
Secretary (much less the defense minister), could “takg
all the functions of the Central Committe€”" He
condemned Zhukov for allegedly having sought to “plag
everything, the Committee on State Security as well as
Ministry of Internal Affairs, under the Ministry of De-
fense.” Khrushchev added that if the situation had
continued this way “for another month or so”, Zhukov
would have been insisting that “the Central Committee,

too, must be brought under the jurisdiction of the Ministry

of Defense.”8

Khrushchev produced no concrete evidence to
substantiate these claims, but both he and Suslov sped
cally accused Zhukov of having sought to establish
military jurisdiction over the main security organs:

Com. Zhukov recently proposed that the chairman of

Internal Affairs be replaced by military officers. What
ult lay behind this suggestion? Wasn't it an attempt to fill
the leading posts in these organs with his own people,
with cadres who would be personally beholden to
him? Isn’t he seeking to establish his own control
over the Committee on State Security and the Ministry
of Internal Affairs?®

t

0 Newly available evidence suggests that this charge
was disingenuous, or at least highly misleading. The
KGB’s own top-secret history of its activities and organi-
Jzation, compiled in 1977, makes no mention of any such
heffort by Zhukov. On the contrary, the KGB textbook
emphasizes that in the mid- and late 1950s “the CPSU
Central Committee and the Soviet government” them-
selves sought to “fill the ranks of the state security organs
with experienced partgnd military personnel” in order to
“eliminate the consequences of the hostile activity of Beria
and his accomplice$® To the extent that military
nafficers were brought into the KGB and MVD after 1953,
tdhis trend was initiated and encouraged by the top political
