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Cold War Endpoints?:

by David Wolff
Chronology and periodization are the bread and
butter of the historical profession, so it is no
surprise to see the proper dating of the beginnir]
and the end of the Cold War under discussion. 1945 is
often favored, for how could a cold war be an age’s
dominant feature, while a hot war was still going on?
Churchill’s Fulton speech is also mentioned as an impoj
tant turning point, but so is the Marshall Plan, the
Cominform, the Truman Doctrine, the Soviet bomb, NS
68, the Lublin Poles and the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact.
Clearly this discussion will go on for a long tirhe.

Beginning the Debate

relations in the late Cold War period that suggest that in
Asia the endpoint may not yet have been reached. This
gimplies that this relatively neglected field has much to
offer as we refine analytical tools for the study of the Cold
War. Unfortunately, until recently, little documentation
was available. The working group transcripts are a
r-remarkable study in Soviet-Japanese stalemate, one of the
great “givens” of late twentieth-century history. Change is
Cmore exciting to study, but enduring continuities are no
less important. The tit for tat back and forth of the
diplomatic dialogue demonstrates one of the more arcane

Similar disagreements are also evident regarding theauses of history, too. Of course, the American role in the

end of the Cold War. As we approach 1999 and the
activities planned to commemaorate the tenth anniversa
of Berlin Wall and Iron Curtain collapse, we will certainl
hear more on this topic. Although 1989, like 1945 at th
beginning, has many commonsensical advantages to

ties between the US’s most important economic “partner,”
YJapan, and its most important security “concern,” Russia,
y has also been understudied, although a National Security
b Archive initiative on US-Japanese security relations run by
Robert Wampler has recently begun to remedy that

recommend it, different causal emphases in analyzing thsituation.

end of the Cold War will produce different chronologies
If Gorbachev’s appointment as General Secretary of th
Communist Party of the Soviet Union was the beginnin
of the end, then 1985 looms large. If the Reagan build{
and Star Wars drove the Soviets to bankruptcy and deg
then the early 1980s grow in importance. Specialists W
give primacy in their analytical priorities to either the fal
of Leninism or the rise of nationalism are likely to pick t
1991 demise of the Soviet Union.

This section of CWIHMBulletin 10 begins with a
remarkable essay by the director of the National Secur
Archive, Thomas S. Blanton, with accompanying Russi
documents. It seems that on Christmas Eve 1989, with
state authority crumbling in Romania and the Ceauses
only a day away from the firing squad, the United State
proposed that the Russians send a peacekeeping miss
the area. The Russian Deputy Foreign Minister I.
Aboimov, in refusing the offer, made a “Christmas gift”
the Brezhnev doctrine to the American ambassador Ja
Matlock, Jr. This seems to have been the first direct
American request for increased Soviet military activity i
Eastern Europe since 1945. As such, it represented a
change in comparison with the fears and concerns of th
Cold War era. Of course, what was a key moment of
mutual self-recognition for the superpowers was relativ
insignificant in Romania’s end of Cold War, since no
Soviet troops were actually sent.

As this final comment makes clear, the Cold War
ended differently in different places, since the historical
chronologies of countries and regions overlap and dive
In the second part of this section, Tsuyoshi Hasegawa

Both the Romanian and Soviet-Japanese revelations
 fall among that group of cases where the availability of
) East-bloc evidence has outpaced the more systematic and
upxpansive declassification process in the West. Up until
pa868-69, the opening of Western holdings has followed the
hthirty-year rule, for most classes of documents, to outnum-
ber the East-bloc counterparts. Starting from 1969, the
neeverse is, by and large, true with the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act (FOIA) offering sole recours®.If Blanton’s
FOIA fails, the Matlock instructions and conversation will
tyonly emerge from the American vault in the year 2014.
biThe fact that Blanton was able to corroborate the Russian
documents with Matlock’s recollections points out one of
uke distinguishing characteristics of Cold War studies and
5 contemporary history, in general — the importance of oral
dmigtory. When combined with and tempered by docu-
ments, these two genres of testimony are most rev@ﬂling.
bf  Keeping this in mind, perhaps there ought to be a
knkechanism to accelerate release of documents deemed
crucial to the learning of historical lessons from the recent
hpast, at least for already non-existent East European
s@agimes whose archives are open, and before the surviving
gparticipants leave us for good. These are, after all, the
lessons with deepest and most immediate bearing on the
blgresent.

If the Cold War ended at different times in different
places, then it is entirely possible that it is not quite over
yet in some places. This is a statement of great practical
import for the Cold War International History Project and

‘gl scholars associated in the endeavor of excavating the
Cold War. Wherever the documents are least accessible,

introduces new archival evidence on Soviet-Japanese

some strain of ongoing Cold War mentality is probably
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still present. In this sense, the archival openness work ofonnection with a major CWIHP-sponsored international conference,
CWIHP, through relations with scholarly and archival scheduled for late 1998. The Yugoslavia section ofBhblketin has a

authorities in many countries, indirectly measures the Cd|fft 'nstallment from the Stalin project. Additional conversations
, . . 2. - with Stalin will go up on the CWIHP website ( cwihp.si.edu ) in the
War’s lasting legacy. Success in obtaining documentatiog)  se of 1998

on a given topic is the ultimate proof that that moment of2 ryssian archives are an exception on the East-bloc side with post-

Cold War can finally be made into history, one more thread69 documents emerging only in special cases. On the American

in the new international history of the twentieth century. side, extensive declassifications have taken place on certain post-
1969 topics due to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) suits that

1 One of the few things that all of these events have in common isgenera_ted the Nationa! Security Archive's foreign policy series.

that Stalin’s thoughts on them were decisive in shaping Soviet These include: Afghanlstgn, 1973-50; E.I Salvador, 1977-84; Iran,

policies viewed simultaneously as international actions and reactiosé 7780 Iran-Contrg Affair, 19.8 3-88; N|car§gua, 1978-1990;

In order to broaden and deepen this discussion of Cold War origin llipines, 1965-86; South Africa, 1962-89; US Nuclear Non-

CWIHP has begun a project on “I.V. Stalin as a Cold War States- Proliferation, 1945-91.

man.” Transcripts and memcons of Stalin’s meetings with foreign

leaders are being collected for future publication and research in
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but the actual shifts in power within the Warsaw Pact.
These included the beginning of the “roundtable” discus-
sions in Poland in January-February 1989, which ulti-
mately produced free elections in the summer (swept by
Solidarity), and the March 1989 multicandidate elections
in the Soviet Union, which put reformers and dissidents,
including Andrei Sakharov, into the Congress of People’s
Deputies. By May 1989, these extraordinary develop-
ments led former national security adviser Zbigniew
Brzezinski to tell th&Vashington Po& Don Oberdorfer:
“We are quite literally in the early phases of what might be
called the postcommunist er@.”

The most public finale of the Cold War, of course,
came with the fall of the Berlin Wall on 9 November 1989.
In the words of then-deputy national security adviser and
future CIA director Robert Gates: “No one who watched
on television will ever forget the images of crowds of East
and West Germans dancing on top of the Wall, hacking
away bits of it for souvenirs, and finally dismantling whole
sections with construction machinery. If there ever was a
symbolic moment when most of the world thought the
Cold War ended, it was that night in BerliH2”

One of Gates’ staff at the time, Robert Hutchings of
the NSC, puts the date of his “epiphany” a little earlier.
“Most of us dealing with these issues in the United States
or in Europe had our epiphanies, our moments of realiza-
tion that the end of Europe’s division might actually be at
hand—not just as an aspiration for the 1990s but as an
imminent reality,” Mr. Hutchings writes. “For many it
came with the opening of the Berlin Wall on November 9;
others may have had premonitions already in early 1989
(although surely not as many as later claimed such
prescience). Mine came with the election of Tadeusz
Mazowiecki and the early steps taken by his government.
The United States was working hard to persuade the Soviet
Union that self-determination in Eastern Europe could be
achieved in a manner consistent with legitimate Soviet
security interests; now, in Poland, the Mazowiecki
government was living proof of that contention, offering
an early glimmer of what post-Cold War Europe might
look like. (To be sure, even the most optimistic scenario
for this transition was still being measured in years, not
months.)11

But all of these memorable moments represented
initiatives by Gorbachev or by the East Europeans them-
selves forcing change. Where was the evidence of “new
thinking” by the United States?

For the Russian historian Vladislav Zubok, that
evidence appeared at Malta, at the Bush-Gorbachev
summit in early December 1989. President Bush’s
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remains to be seen.

The key document for this discussion is the final orje
in the series published by the Foreign Ministry, a 25
December memorandum of conversation written by
Deputy Foreign Minister Aboimov of his meeting the day
before with Matlock. Since 24 December was a Sundayy,
presumably Foreign Minister Shevardnadze as well as
Secretary General Gorbachev were not to be found at the
office, but in their dachas.

Interestingly, Ambassador Matlock’s 1995 book on
the fall of the Soviet Union does not mention the discus
sion detailed here in the Soviet notes of the conversatign.
Only a very indirect hint emerges from the Matlock
passage that reads as follows: “After Germany, the mgst
traumatic event in the onetime Soviet bloc for the Commnu-
nist Party and the KGB was the bloody revolution that
took place in Romania at the end of the year. The violgnce
directed at Ceausescu and his family, and members of the
hated Securitate secret police, was covered in great defail
by the Soviet press, and television did not spare its vieyers
the scenes of violence. But when the anti-Ceausescu
forces invited Soviet intervention to support them,
Moscow refused, signaling that the days of military
intervention in Eastern Europe—even under conditions|the
West might have found tolerable—were ové?.”

Compare the language Matlock uses here—"even
under conditions the West might have found tolerable"{-
with the language his Soviet counterpart uses to descripe
the U.S. approach: “Then Matlock touched on the issu
that, apparently, he wanted to raise from the very begin
ning of the conversation. The Administration, he said, i
very interested in knowing if the possibility of military
assistance by the Soviet Union to the Romanian Natiorjal
Salvation Front is totally out of question. Matlock
suggestedptobrosil) the following option: what would the
Soviet Union do if an appropriate appeal came from thq
Front? Simultaneously, the Ambassador hinted at the ifea,
apparently on instructions from Washington. He let us
know that under the present circumstances the military

1 A1%

A
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B8nents, see Florin Medelet and Mihai Zim@nCronica a

Revolutiei Din Timisoara 16-22 Decembitiei D123
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From the diary of
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accumulated over [many] years, with low living standarls,
the lack of basic food and consumer goods, and with the
unwillingness of the leadership to undertake at least some
measures to democratize the political system.
The Ambassador pointed out that the Yugoslav pub
is very concerned about the situation in the neighboring
country. The mass media of the SFRY are informing th
population in detail about the events, including many
reports about reactions abroad. On 19 December the

c
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Stalemate in an Era of Change:
New Sources and Questions on
Gorbacheyv, Yeltsin, and Soviet/Russian-Japanese Relations

by Tsuyoshi Hasegawa
ew archival materials from the Soviet Union,

N China, and Eastern Europe have significantly
altered previous conceptions of the Cold War.
Soviet-Japanese relations, however, have made little
progress. Not a single article focusing on Soviet-Japar
relations has, until now, been published in the CWIHP
Bulletin! Nor has Cold War coveragelinplomatic
History or the H-Diplo internet discussion group extend

In a series of articles and monographs, he has succeeded in

revising the traditional official views on the Soviet-

Japanese Neutrality Pact, Stalin’s Kurile operation, and

Soviet policy toward the San Francisco Peace Confer-
esacel0 Those archives that Slavinskii has examined

remain, however, inaccessible to foreign scholars.

Because of the inaccessibility of archives, we still do

bahot know answers to crucial questions about Soviet/

to Soviet-Japanese relations. The most recent monografRussian-Japanese relations. What was the major motiva-

by Wojtech Mastny that cast a wide net over archival

tion of the Soviet government when it was approached by

materials in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe revealthe Japanese government to mediate the termination of war

no new materials on the rivalry of the two giants on the
remote shores of the PaciﬁcAIthough Michael
Schaller’'s monograph and Marc Gallichio’s article shed
light on important aspects of American foreign policy
toward Soviet-Japanese relations, especially during theg
stage of the Pacific War, their sources come exclusively
from United States archiv@sMany monographs pub-
lished in English in recent years have illuminated very
little of the fundamental questions that have vexed Sov|
Japanese relations during the Cold Har.

Needless to say, the most serious stumbling block 1
has prevented rapprochement between the Soviet Unid
and Japan has been the Northern Territories dispute, al
precisely on this issue there has been what might be ca
a “conspiracy of silence” with regard to government
archival sources. Archival materials related to the
Northern Territories question have been systematically

in April 1945? What was the relationship between the
U.S. decision to drop the atomic bombs and Stalin’s Kurile
operation in the summer of 19457 Did Stalin expect the
United States to occupy all or at least some of the southern
Isiriles during the last stage of the Pacific War? Why did
it take two years after the occupation of the southern
Kuriles for Stalin to annex the Kuriles to the Soviet
territory? Why did the Soviet government decide to
gparticipate in the San Francisco Peace Conference and in
the end not to sign the treaty? How did the power struggle
haithin the CPSU affect its negotiations for normalization
nof relations with Japan? How did the Gaimusho and the
nd).S. State Department exchange information during the
lI8dviet-Japanese negotiations for normalization of relations
in 1955-56? Why did the Japanese government reject
Andrei Gromyko’s overtures in 1972 to settle the territorial
question on the basis of the 1956 Joint Declaration? Why

excluded from the Japanese foreign policy archives that did the Soviet leadership fail to display a more flexible

have been declassified by the Gaimusho (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs). The Soviet/Russian government has
been equally protective in guarding the secrecy of its
policy on the territorial question, although there have bg
attempts to publish archival sources on some aspects (
Soviet-Japanese relations, notably the Neutrality Pact
negotiations of 1941, the Malik-Hirota negotiations in
June 1945, and the Moscow negotiations for normaliza
of relations in October 1956.To make matters worse,
some of the most important U.S. documents that shoul

attitude toward Japan on the territorial question during the
second half of the 1970s, when it took the Chinese threat
seriously? Why did the Japanese government fail to
baappreciate the domestic difficulties that challenged
fGorbachev and Yeltsin? Why did Gorbachev refuse to
make any concessions on the Northern Territories ques-
tion? Why did Yeltsin cancel his planned trip to Tokyo in
i@eptember 1992? To answer these questions, we must
push forward research in Japanese, Russian, and US

| archives, and pressure those governments to release those

illuminate the background of this dispute are still classifiedaterials which remain classified.

“due to the request of a friendly country [i.e., Japgn].”
The recent valiant attempt by a trilateral project headed
Graham Allison, Kimura Hiroshi, and Konstantin Sarkis
to overcome this obstacle has not been succebsful.
Interestingly, two of the most valuable recent works on
this subject rely heavily on British archiv@s.

The only scholar, who has had systematic access {
Soviet archives is Boris N. Slavinskii of Moscow’s

The publication of the documents in this issue is a
lsynall step toward opening substantial archival evidence on
D\Goviet-Japanese relations. These documents shed light on
some important aspects of Soviet-Japanese relations under
Gorbachev and of Russian-Japanese relations after the
collapse of the Soviet Union.

Soviet-Japanese relations in the Gorbachev era
represented an anomaly in international relations. While

D

Institute of World Economy and International Relations.

all major powers in the world drastically improved their
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Third, the exchange of arguments and counter-
arguments at the Working Group indicates how widely
respective positions on the territorial issue differed. Th

arguments that the Japanese government had presented at
the Working Group meetings during the Gorbachev period.
b This was, however, an internal paper. It is doubtful that the

Working Group meetings were used, not to seek a mutli-Russian government conceded all these points to the

ally acceptable compromise, but rather for the two side
present ultimatums to each other. Each time one side
made a point, it was rejected by the other side at the
following meeting, citing legal and historical justifica-
tions12 Thus, the Working Group meetings served only
harden disagreements and hostility rather than formula
concessions and compromises. As of spring 1989, the

5 Japanese government during the official negotiations with
Japan. Since we have no access to the minutes of the
Working Group meetings after the collapse of the Soviet
Union, we do not have a definitive answer as to where the
fRussian government currently stands on these questions.

e  The second group of documents includes various

eposition papers prepared by different organizations and

were no grounds to expect a major breakthrough from @ experts for the parliamentary hearings on the “Kurile

Gorbachev visit to Japan.

guestion” prior to Boris Yeltsin's scheduled trip to Japan to

This brings us to the fourth point. One is puzzled,
were the Gaimusho officials at the time, by the contradi
tory signals that came from the Soviet side. If the Sovi
government agreed to establish a Working Group desi
to produce a peace treaty, thus implying flexibility, then
why did it take a rigid stance on the territorial issue? |
fact, Rogachev’s position did not even consider adopti
any of the compromise solutions advocated by more
reform-minded Russian Japanologists, who took adva
of glasnost to voice views divergent from the official
position. Did the Foreign Ministry simply not consider
these compromise solutions? Was there internal disag
ment? Or was the tough position presented here a tac
ploy, a necessary step toward future concessions? W
did Gorbachev stand on this matter at the time? All th
guestions cannot be answered definitively by analyzin
these documents alone.

As for Gorbachev’s position, one is struck with the

consistency with which he held his view on the territorigl
guestion throughout his tenure of office. From his mee il

with Foreign Minister Abe Shintaro in May 1986 throug
his meeting with Prime Minister Kaifu Toshiki in Tokyo i
April 1992, he steadfastly maintained that the Soviet
Union was not in a position to makayterritorial
concessions to Japan’s irredentist demand. It was not
Gorbachev could not accept a compromise solution du
his visit to Japan because of the domestic pressure, as
often believed, but that Gorbachev himself was the m3
stumbling block to such a compromise. One important

source describing Gorbachev's view on Soviet-Japanege

relations in general and on the territorial question in
particular is the supplement made by Anatolii Cherniae
the Japanese version of his memdaisest’ let s
GorbachevynfMoscow: Kul'tura, 1993), which was
published under the Japanese tiBerubachofu to unmei
o tomonishita 2000 nicl{iTokyo: Uchio shuppan, 1994).

Excerpts from this additional chapter, previously unavall

able in English, are provided below.

Finally, a question can be raised about the relations
between the Soviet position enunciated by Rogachev h
and the official position adopted by the Russian govern
ment after the collapse of the Soviet Union. As the
Russian Foreign Ministry document introduced in the

dneet Prime Minister Miyazawa Kiichi in September 1992.
. If Gorbachev failed to achieve rapprochement with
tJapan, Yeltsin has been equally unsuccessful in dealing
nadh Japan. Despite initial euphoria following the collapse
of the Soviet Union, rapprochement on the territorial
question proved elusive. Contrary to the expectations of
gYeItsin and Deputy Foreign Minister Georgii Kunadze,
who spearheaded Russia’s negotiations with Japan, there
Eﬁj@erged strong domestic opposition to any putative
compromise on the territorial issue with Japan. In fact, the
“Kurile issue” became a hotly debated issue in the summer
1992, a few months prior to Yeltsin's scheduled
icagptember visit to Japan. Eventually this stumbling block
gerailed Yeltsin’s scheduled trip to Japan, which was
gltimately cancelled.

On 28 July 1992, a powerful opposition group within
the Parliament organized parliamentary hearings on
Yeltsin’s forthcoming visit to Japan. Prior to these
hearings, Oleg Rumiantsev, the Secretary of the Constitu-
-tional Commission, who masterminded the hearings,

r§quested various organizations to submit their position

| papers on the “Kurile” issue. The documents in the second
group are translations of some of these positions p&ﬁers.

One can see from these documents that the views

,h%pressed by various organizations and individuals varied
dely. While the Second Department of the Asia-Pacific
egion of the Russian Foreign Ministry took a most
ympathetic view of the Japanese official position, Kiril
herevko (Institute of History), a noted historian on

Soviet-Japanese relations, and V. K. Zilanov, who repre-

l

sented the State Committee of Fisheries, took the opposite
B/g')ew, recommending that no concessions be made to
apan’s irredentist deman#8. The Institute of World
Economy and International Relations (IMEMO), headed
by Vladlen Martynov, organized a team of specialists on
Soviet-Japanese relations, and submitted a position paper.
_Its recommendation fell somewhere between these two
extremes, but stood for the acceptance of the 1956 Joint
claration. The resolution of the Sakhalin Supreme
pviet also indicated that the local voice increasingly
| asserted its influence. It is likely that these recommenda-
tions were also sent to Yeltsin. When Yeltsin said that he
had fourteen options with regard to the territorial question,

D

second group indicates, Moscow accepted almost all th

eperhaps his statement reflected the truth.
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Eventually, Yeltsin canceled his trip to Japan, thus,
forfeiting the opportunity to create the foundation for
gradual improvement of relations, if not for a quick
resolution to the territorial question. Five years later, w|

are still waiting. The documents introduced here illustrat

the complexities of the political dynamics under which
Gorbachev, and then Yeltsin, had to operate. They alsq
show how unrealistic it was for the Japanese governme
to press hard on Yeltsin to accept Japan’s sovereignty,
residual or otherwise, over the entire four islands.

Needless to say, these documents expose merely aE

of the gigantic iceberg of information which is still hidde
under the sea of secrecy. They illuminate only a few tir
spots in recent Soviet/Russian-Japanese relations. Als
manner in which these documents have fallen into my
hands—not through the open, systematic, institutional
approach, but through coincidence and accident—is ng
reassuring. Of course, having only one side’s account
leaves many doubts that can only be fully answered by
comparable openness on the Japanese side. Even thg
Russian materials lose much of their importance, unles
they are placed in the appropriate archival context.
Nevertheless, | hope that the publication of these sourd
will stimulate further openness, research and collabora
among scholars and governments in order to move the
historical study of Soviet/Russian-Japanese relations
further into the mainstream of scholarly inquiry.

Tsuyoshi Hasegawa is Professor of Russian History at
University of California at Santa Barbara. He is the
author ofThe February Revolution: Petrograd, 1917
(Seattle, 1981and co-editor oRussia and Japan: An
Unresolved Dilemma Between Distant Neighb@srke-
ley, CA, 1993).
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Foreign Ministry of the Russian Federation,

es
ion

he

Japan

Policy and East Asia: Learning and Adaptation in the Gorbachev

Era (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993); William
Nimmo, Japan and Russia: a Reevaluation in the Post-Soviet

Era
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Starting Point of Post-War Japanese-Soviet Relations, 1945-1
(Tokyo: Yuhikaku, 1993); Fiona Hill, “A Disagreement betwee
Allies: the United Kingdom, the United States, and the Soviet
Japanese Territorial Disputeldurnal of Northeast Asian
Studies 14, No. 3 (Fall 1995).
10Boris Slavinskii,Sovetskaia okkupatsiia Kuril'skikh ostrovov
avgust-sentiabr’ 1945 goda: dokumental’noe issledovanie
(Moscow, 1993)Pakt o neitralitete mezhdu SSSR i laponiei:
diplomaticheskaia istoriia, 1941-1945 @loscow: BBK,
1995)—Japanese translatigtgsho: nisso churitsu joyaku
(Tokyo: lwanami shoten, 1996); “San Frantsiskii mirnyi
dogovor,”Znakomites’ laponiiaNo. 5 (1994): 53-59; No. 6
&1994): 50-58; No. 7 (1995): 74-81; and No. 8 (1995): 56-61.
1 Notably Wada Haruki and Murayama Shichiro. See Wada
Haruki, Hopporyodo mondai o kangaeru [Considering the
Northern Territories Question[Tokyo: lwanami shoten, 1990);
Murayama Shichira{uriru shoto no bunkengakuteki kenkyu
[Documentological Research on the Kurile Archipelagjkyo:
Sanichi Shobo, 1987).
12The Japanese side rebutted Rogachev’s argument at the t
Working Group meeting held on 29 April 1989, in Moscow.
Although the minutes prepared by the Soviet Foreign Ministry

@&re not available to me, the Japanese argument was reported in
N detail inHopporyodo No. 234 (20 May 1989). But the coverage
in Hopporyododoes not say a word about the Soviet reaction to
Kuriyama’s presentation.
13n addition to the documents translated here, the documents |
obtained included other interesting materials from various
experts and organizations. | should add, however, that | did not
receive position papers prepared by the General Staff and the
Pacific Fleet. The General Staff's view was later publicized in a
Russian newspaper. See “Glavnyi shtab VMF soglasen s
?enshtabom,Nezavisimaia gazet80 July 1992.
4 Cherevko’s view in the classified document differs vastly
from the view he expressed in an open publication. He and
Konstantin Sarkisov were responsible for publishing a hitherto
unknown archival document demonstrating that Nicholas I's
instruction to the Russian chief negotiator, Artem Putiatin, clearly
took the position that Etorofu was under Japan’s sovereignty.
Konstantin Sarkisov and Kiril Cherevko, “Putiatinu bylo legche
provesti granitsu mezhdu Rossiei i laponi&yestiig 4 October
Nifc®91.

The Last Official Foreign Visit by M.S. Gorbachev as

President of the USS

by A.S. Cherniaev

ot counting a visit to Spain (already after the
N [August 1991] putsch) to the opening of the
[October 1991] International Conference on the
Near East, M.S. [Gorbachev’s] visit as head of state to
Japan in April 1991 was his last. He had planned to do
this throughout almost all the yearspeafrestroika
[Japanese Prime Minister] Nakasone, meeting with him
Moscow in 1985 extended an official invitation, which
afterwards was confirmed by all of the Japanese politic
figures with whom M.S. met.

Although at the moment of this visit, Gorbachev ha
the huge “capital” of his policy of new thinking at his
back, it [the trip] turned out to be almost the least effec
in a practical sense. Overcoming the “main obstacle” i
Soviet-Japanese relations was, so to speak, within arm
reach. But... objective circumstances, as well as subje
ones, prevented this.

But everything [should be told] in order.

| was not yet serving “under Gorbachev” when his
first contacts with the Japanese took place—in 1985.
Then, after all of his meetings with people from “capital
countries” came under my supervision, | soon began tog
note that he was showing definite preference toward th
Japanese.

Delegations from Japan continued to arrive, and
almost every one of them requested an audience with
Gorbachev. | noted that he refused almost none of the

R: The Road to Tokyo

and more frankly with them. But just as soon as things got
to the main point which had frozen our relations for
decades, Gorbachev clammed up. For him from the first—
he spoke both to me and in the Politburo about this—the
issue of the islands had been resolved. In general terms,
the post-war settlement of state borders was considered to
ihe axiomatic. And Gorbachev took this entirely from his
predecessors (although with the Japanese islands, the issue
hlwas more complicated; the demarcation [of borders] had
not been formulated according to international-legal

1 procedure)....

@ here follows a discussion of V.I. Dunaev’s role in
drawing Gorbachev’s attention to the Japanese issue.]

S

Ctive Thereafter, | drew Dunaev into the preparation of the
majority of the materials connected with our policy on
Japanese affairs. Later, he played a large role in establish-
ing the first contacts between Gorbachev and Roh Taewoo,
the President of South Korea.

st Beginning in 1986, when | [Cherniaev] became an
assistant to Gorbachev, | was present at practically all of

b his contacts with the Japanese and took notes.

My first impression from his entirely well-wishing
conversations with them was not very reassuring. The first
two conversations recorded in my notebooks are discus-
sions with one of the leaders of the Japanese Communist

Japanese, no matter what their level. And he spoke marparty. | do not want to say that Gorbachev in some way
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used this channel in order to acquaint himself more
indirectly with the Japanese problem and was somehoy
influenced by the information which he received from th
communists. He knew beforehand that this information
would not be objective; the CPSU's relations with the
Japanese communist party had been poor for decades
conversations with Fuwsto a significant degree were
devoted to clearing up inter-party difficulties. Outside g

this framework, a significant part of these conversations

was devoted to the struggle against the nuclear threat.
Although on this issue too, their positions did not coinci
The anti-American aspect of the problem was very
strongly present on both sides.

Of course, Soviet-Japanese relations were also
discussed. And Gorbachev genuinely tried to improve
them. But, as yet, we had no policy aimed at this end.
Therefore an emotional approach predominated which
obviously insufficient to “draw a line under the present
and begin everything from scratch” (Gorbachev used th
words more than once).

He had not yet felt the significance—governmental
political, emotional, traditional, psychological, of every
sort—that the Japanese invested in the problem of the
islands seized from them by Stalin after their capitulatic

the more with those who are attached to the cause of

v strengthening relations with the Soviet Union. You can

eassume that we are ready to develop relations with Japan.
If she [i.e. Japan] does not present us with ultimatums,
then there is great potential for that. | would like to ask
fhieequestion: why is Japan presenting the Soviet Union
with an ultimatum, since, after all, we did not lose the war

fto her?”
To this Fuwa reacted curiously: “I am not Nakasone's
deputy.” “I will take that under advisement,” M.S.
deountered.
Incidentally, Fuwa demanded of Gorbachev very
firmly and insistently in Japanese, using a variety of
different approaches, that the CPSU cut off relations with
the Socialist Party of Japan, and when doing so always
tried to play on the anti-imperialist ideology of the CPSU
waisd to put forward examples proving that the Japanese
socialists were actually playing into the hands of American

eiseperialism, not to mention into the hands of [Japan’s]
own bourgeoisie. But Gorbachev was entirely unmoved
by this. He politely explained that the CPSU would
henceforward associate with all of Japan’s “peace-loving
forces” “in the name of their common interests.”

i
n, It seemsto me that there was something of a turning

p

after the end of the Second World War. In reality, they hgmbint in the evolution of Gorbachev’s approaches to the

never belonged to Russia. Knowing this, but being driV
by the inertia of the Soviet superpower, the very possib)
of returning these territories had been ruled out. Some
times, [Gorbachev] expressed himself quite definitely a
sarcastically as to the hopelessness of the Japanese e
in this regard; at the first meetings he did not even wan
discuss this issue, considering the post-war territorial
division to be final and irreversible everywhere. He did
not recognize the problem itself which supposedly had
be resolved. According