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THE PRAGUE SPRING AND THE emerged up to now suggests that, for thgeen a substitute for materials contained in

SOVIET INVASION OF most part, the best analyses produced lychives, but, taken cumulatively, they gave
CZECHOSLOVAKIA: Western scholars in the pre-glasnost era wiWestern scholars a body of evidence incom-
New Interpretations stand up very well. There are, of coursearably richer than the meager details known
innumerable details that have to be revisedpout most other Soviet foreign policy deci-
by Mark Kramer and, as indicated below, details can often Isons. It is not wholly surprising, then, that
(Second of two parts) important. Butexcept for a few more sweeppre-glasnost analyses of the Czechoslovak

ing changes that may be necessary (as will besis have fared remarkably well amidst the

The first part of this two-part article discussed in the final section of this article)flood of post-Communist revelations.
provided a brief review of the vast amounprevailing conceptions of the crisis and ofthe  Still, if it is true that documents released
of material that has been released over ti8®viet-led invasion have not been greatlgince 1989 have not undermined our basic
past few years regarding the Prague Sprirdtered thus far by the declassified docuinderstanding of the Soviet invasion of
and the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakienents, new memoirs, and other evidence th&zechoslovakia, it is also true that earlier
in August 1968. The aim of this part is to has recently come to light. treatments of certain key aspects of the crisis
offer a preliminary look at some of the new  The fact that drastic changes have noteed to be revised to take account of new
interpretations that can be derived from thibeen required in the broad historical record isvidence. The revised interpretations of
wealth of fresh evidence, including newlyin part attributable to the insight and meticuthese matters can help provide a clearer
available materials from East European arldus research that Western scholars earlipicture of the crisis as a whole. Obviously,
former Soviet archives. brought to bear on the topic. The events dhe discussion that follows is not intended to

Thefirst question to be asked is whethetr968 attracted some of the best analysts be an exhaustive compilation of changes
the documents and memoirs that have réhe field, and it shows in the quality of theimecessitated by evidence that has emerged
cently become available or soon will bavork. Anotherreason that pre-glasnostschobver the past few years, but it should give a
available are likely to force drastic changearship has stood up well, however, is thatasonable idea of the importance that seem-
in the historical record. Does the new eviwestern observers had access to far moirgly narrow aspects of the crisis can have
dence compel Western scholars to rethiniimary material about the Czechoslovakvhen seen in a new light. Many other topics
their whole understanding of the Czechcerisis thanthey normally had about key eventsot discussed here—including the influence
slovak crisis? Will older analyses of then Soviet foreign policy. Scholars were ablef hard-line East European leaders; the role
subject have to be discarded? Occasionallp make good use, for example, of documentd prominent officials such as Janos Kadar,
historical disclosures do bring about fundathat were brought out of Czechoslovaki#leksei Kosygin, and Yurii Andropov; East-
mental changes in traditional interpretationshortly after the invasioh.They also were West military and diplomatic relations be-
of events. Such was the case, for examplhle to draw on the first-hand observationfore and during the invasion; Soviet/East
with the revelations in the mid-1970s aboutontained in published interviews with andcuropean military preparations; Brezhnev's
the crucial role of code-breaking and signalsommentaries by leading figures in the crieontacts with Dubcek; and the post-invasion
intelligence (SIGINT) in the U.S. and Brit-sis, such as Josef Smrkovsky, Jiri Hajek, Jitalks between the Soviet Union and Czecho-
ish efforts in World War IF. Military histo-  Pelikan, and Zdenek HejzlamMoreover, by slovakia—will be covered in other analyses
ries that had failed to take due account dhe mid- to late 1970s a growing number oy the present author scheduled for publica-
this factor — which is to say, all histories upnemoirs by former Czechoslovak officialstion in the near future.
to that point — were suddenly renderedvere available in the West. Books by Hajek,
obsolete, or at least were in need of majatdenek Mlynar, and Pelikan, among othersdl,. The “Letters of Invitation”to Brezhnev
revision. Will the same hold true for exist-and accounts by senior Czechoslovak intelli-
ing accounts of the 1968 crisis and thgence agents who fled to the West, provided During the latter stages of the 1968
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia? Western scholars with valuable evidence thatisis, a small group of hard-line officials in

For now, no definitive answer to thisthey could not otherwise have hoped to olihe Czechoslovak Communist Party (KSC),
guestion is possible because not all the evain, short of gaining access to Soviet ankd by the Slovak Communist Party chief,
dence is yetin. In particular, there are stiEast European archivédndeed, to cite but Vasil Bil'ak, did their best to promote Soviet
several key archives in Moscow — thene example, it is striking how accuratenmilitary intervention, though without being
Presidential Archive, the KGB archivesSmrkovsky’s and Mlynar’'s versions of theso overt about the matter (until the invasion
and the military archives — with reams ofCierna nad Tisou, Bratislava, and Moscowccurred) that they would provoke a back-
crucial documents about the crisis that amegotiations provedto be when judged againstsh and charges of treason against them-
still almost wholly untapped. If these itemsactual documents and transcripts from thoselves. Bil'ak and his two main colleagues,
are released, they may produce revelationseetings. The same high standards are ewilois Indra and Drahomir Kolder, secretly
that will necessitate far-reaching changes itent in retrospective accounts written in thpassed on information to Leonid Brezhnev
previous accounts, especially about the prtate 1960s and early 1970s by East Europeand others in the Soviet Politburo, depicting
cess of consensus-building in the Sovietnd Soviet emigres who had served as intethe situation in the most alarming terms
Politburo during the spring and summer gpreters at one or more of the conferences apdssible. They andtheiralliesinthe Czecho-
1968. A good deal of caution is therefore imeetings in 1968. slovak army and state security (StB, for
order. Nevertheless, the evidence that has All these different sources may not havétatni bezpecngsirgans were the ones who
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Dubcek was handled in an unorthodox margarian press, in fact, was notable for itmisgivings he was feeling by that time. His
ner. Contrary to normal procedures, théavorable coverage of Dubcek and the Pracattered comments at the meeting were
telegram was not directly addressed to angue Spring during the first half of 1968.notable only for how little they revealed
one and was not signed by Zhivkov. Th&ulgarian leaders eschewed polemics lonabout his position.
coolness of Bulgaria’'s response to Dubcekafter scathing commentaries had begun ap- In short, there is no evidence that sub-
election was conspicuous enough that it evgrearing regularly in the media of both Postantiates—and much new evidence that con-
drew a protest from Soviet diplomats, whdand and East Germa#sy. travenes—Mladenov’s assertion that
called the Bulgarian actions “hasty and basi- The belatedness of Bulgaria’s “antagoZhivkov was out in front of all his Warsaw
cally improper” and urged the Bulgariannism” toward the Prague Spring is also eviPact colleagues in advocating the use of
authorities “to treat [Dubcek’s] election thedent in newly declassified materials frommilitary force against Czechoslovakia.
same way we have treated changes of leadd¥rmer Soviet and East European archives. At the same time, evidence that has
ership in other fraternal partie¥.” During the first few months of 1968, Bulgar—+ecently come to light suggesting that
Nevertheless, it seems clear that thian officials voiced almost no misgivings aZhivkov did begin shifting to a hard-line
unease felt by Zhivkov and other Bulgariamll about the reforms in Czechoslovakia; angosition earlier than most Western scholars
officials about Dubcek’s election was nothe one or two complaints they did havéad assumed. In late May 1968, two weeks
due to any forebodings of drastic policywere muted* Not until April and May did after the conference in Moscow, Zhivkov
changes to come in Czechoslovakia. IrBulgarian assessments of the Prague Spritrgnsmitted a secret “Report Concerning the
stead, the Bulgarian leader was apparentigke on a somewhat more negative t8neSituation in Czechoslovakia” and an “infor-
discomfited by the manner in which NovotnyAlthough it might be argued that Bulgaria’amation bulletin” on the same topic to the
was replaced. Normally, such a step woulbw-key approach to the Czechoslovak reSovietambassadorin Sofia, A. M. Puzaffov.
have been “recommended” by the KSC Prderms during the first few months of 1968The report and the bulletin were prepared by
sidium and then obediently ratified by thevas simply a matter of discretion, new archithe Bulgarian Ministry of Defense and the
Central Committee; but in late 1967 andal materials do not bear this out. After allBulgarian State Security forces, respectively,
early 1968 the KSC Presidium was deadBulgarian leaders at the time were nevend both items received Zhivkov's official
locked. Consequently, Novotny's fate wadesitant about expressing harsh criticism @nhdorsement. The two documents expressed
determined by a vote of the full KSC Centraévents in both Romania and Yugosla¥ia. strong opposition to the reforms in Czecho-
Committee. For understandable reasons, A similar picture of Bulgarian policy slovakia, oftenin crudely anti-Semitic terms,
this unusual way of ousting the long-timevis-a-vis Czechoslovakia emerges from thand adverted several times to the possible
KSC First Secretary was disconcerting foonce-secrettranscripts and summaries of theed for military intervention. To be sure,
Zhivkov, who had come to power at aroundnultilateral East-bloc conferences at Dresdegxcept for the anti-Semitic remarks, the tone
the same time that Novotny did in the earland Moscow in the spring of 1968. Thesef the two reports was not as hysterical as
1950s. Although some Bulgarian officialsdocuments confirm that Gomulka andsome of the statements that Ulbricht and
may have had genuine concerns aboulibricht, not Zhivkov, led the way in oppos-Gomulka had been making; among other
Dubcek’s “bourgeois nationalism” (achargeng the Czechoslovak reforms. At thehings, Bulgarian officials still expressed
leveled by Novotny), the real motivationDresden conference in late March, whicleonfidence that “healthy forces” (i.e., ortho-
behind Bulgaria’s less-than-friendly re-Zhivkov did not attend because of a scheduttox Communists) could prevail in Czecho-
sponse to the events in Czechoslovakia ing conflict, Gomulka and Ulbricht vehe-slovakia. Moreover, unlike the strident criti-
early 1968 was undoubtedly Zhivkov's feamently depicted the events in Czechoslovaisms voiced by East German and Polish
that a similar leadership change could occliia as outright “counterrevolutior?” No leaders, neither of the Bulgarian documents
in Bulgaria. one else at the conference, not even Bil'akyas intended for public consumption. Nev-
Hence, the initial Bulgarian response tavas yet ready to go that far. Certainly therertheless, anyone in Moscow who read the
Dubcek’s election does not in itself bear out no evidence that Zhivkov's representamaterials would have had little doubt that as
Mladenov’s claim about “early antagonism.tives at the conference joined—much lessf May, Zhivkov had become decidedly
Only if Bulgarian officials had continued topreceded—Gomulka and Ulbricht in por-hostile to the Prague Spring and to Dubcek
express deep hostility toward the events itmaying the situation in such dire terms. Ompersonally.
Czechoslovakia during the first few monthshe contrary, the Bulgarian participants’ brief By the time of the Warsaw conference
of 1968 would Mladenov’s interpretation beremarks at the Dresden conference seemeelveral weeks later, Zhivkov had aligned
vindicated. Yet the evidence on this scorenoderate compared to the harsh statememisnself unambiguously with the extreme
rather than confirming Mladenov’s view,made by their East German, Polish, and evéibricht-Gomulka point of view’ Even
undercuts it. The public record shows thaboviet colleagues. Much the same was tridbken, however, the Bulgarian leader was not
Gomulka was the first East-bloc leader tof the Moscow conference in early Mayas vitriolic or obsessive in his condemna-
declare, in a lengthy speech on 19 Marchwyhere Ulbricht and Gomulka stepped upions of the Prague Spring as either Ulbricht
that “imperialist reaction and enemies ofheir previous denunciations of the “couner Gomulka was. Moreover, it is unlikely
socialism” were behind the Prague Sprihg.terrevolution” in Czechoslovakia and dethat Zhivkov’'s adoption of an uncompro-
No comparable public statements fronmanded that immediate action be taken.mising stance had any real influence on his
Zhivkov appeared until several months lateZhivkov, by contrast, was still not willing to Soviet or East European counterparts. Judg-
in mid-July® The tightly-controlled Bul- resort to such strident language, despite tlireg from transcripts of the multilateral con-
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situation in Czechoslovakia with alarm. Germany, Poland, and Hungary) seriouslgn arrangement would have left East Euro-
The perception within the KGB that theimpeded the Warsaw Pact’s military prepapean officials with no say at all in the use of
Prague Spring was a threat to both the extertions against NATO. Soviet requests tthe Pact’s “joint” nuclear arsenal. As for the
nal and internal security of the Soviet Uniorstation a Group of Forces in Czechoslovakinousands of tactical nuclear weapons that
helps explain why several high-ranking ofhad been turned down on numerous occ&oviet forces themselves deployed in Po-
ficials inthe agency were among the earliesions in the 1950s and 1960s by Gottwalkhnd, East Germany, and Hungary, the lack
and most adamant proponents of militargnd Novotny, but Soviet leaders had nadf East European input was thought to be
intervention in Czechoslovakia. To be given up their hopes of gaining a permanemven more conspicuous, as Soviet leaders
sure, support for an invasion was by npresence on Czechoslovak territory, as thejected all proposals for the establishment
means unanimous among senior KGB offievents of 1968 revealed. At several pointsf a “dual-key” system along the lines that
cials, as recent evidence has made cleauring the crisis, top-ranking Soviet officerasNATO worked out in the mid-1960s.
Those responsible for foreign operationsuch as Marshal lvan Yakubovskii, the com-  Evidence that has recently come to light
tended to be especially hesitant about reaander-in-chief of the Warsaw Pact, urgedtrongly confirms this earlier speculation
sorting to military forcé? Nevertheless, the Czechoslovak government to accept trebout nuclear command-and-control proce-
there is little doubt that all top KGB person-temporary” deployment of a Group of So-dures in the Warsaw Pact. Itis now known
nel were dismayed by the “excesses” of thé@et Forces in CzechoslovakiaOfficials in  that Moscow secretly arranged in the mid-
Prague Spring, and hoped that the refornfrague rejected these Soviet demands, H860s to station nuclear warheads under
could be halted and reversed. Even officia/estern analysts have long maintained thatrict Soviet control on Polish, East German,
reluctant to go along with an invasion begakloscow’s desire to gain a large-scale troopnd Hungarian territory, where the three
to lose patience when Pavel continued r@gresence contributed to the Soviet Higlextant Groups of Soviet Forces were already
moving pro-Soviet agents in the StB an€€Command’s implicit and explicit support forfirmly entrenched. All the agreements on
Interior Ministry. armed interventio® As it turned out, of this matter were bilateral, but were described
Thus, over time, the number of topcourse, the invasion did result in the estalas being “within the framework of the War-
ranking KGB personnel who believed that ishment of a “Central Group of Sovietsaw Pact’™ The nuclear warheads were to
military response would be necessary greworces” numbering some 75,000-80,000 sobe fitted to delivery vehicles belonging to
substantially. The problem with this trenddiers, which remained on Czechoslovak sofoviet troops stationed in the East European
however, isthatit compromised the agencyisntil July 1991. countries; and some of the warheads may
role as a source of (relatively) unbiased What has become clearer over the lastiso have been intended for weapons em-
information for the highest political au-few years, however, is that the primary issugloyed by the local armies under direct So-
thorities. Once senior officials in the KGB for the Soviet military in 1968 was not sim-viet command. As in the past, all decisions
including Yurii Andropov, had decided toply whether the Czechoslovak governmentn when to “go nuclear” were reserved for
press for an invasion, they resorted to theould agree to a Soviet troop presepeese Soviet political and military leadefs.
manipulation and distortion of intelligence(though that was certainly a key matterinits  In the case of Czechoslovakia, how-
to bolster their case. In particular, they andwn right), but whether the Prague Springver, the nuclear issue had always seemed
Chervonenko badly misled top Soviet offiwould disrupt arrangements that had beemore problematic because no Soviet troops
cials about the support that a post-invasiosecretly codified in the early to mid-1960dhad been stationed there since 1945. The
regime would command from the Czechofor “joint” nuclear weapons deployments. Inpresence of several hundred thousand So-
slovak populatior® Although a more bal- the late 1950s and early 1960s the Czechwaiet forces in East Germany, Poland, and
anced flow of information would probablyslovak, East German, and Polish armed forcélingary facilitated the closely-guarded de-
not have changed any minds in the CPShkegan receiving nuclear-capable aircraft anployment of nuclear warheads in those coun-
Politburo during the final vote on the invasurface-to-surface missiles from Mosctw. tries. If the Soviet Union had been unable to
sion, accurate reports from the KGB mighShortly thereafter, the Bulgarian and Hunstore nuclear warheads under similar condi-
have caused Soviet leaders to think moigarian armies also obtained nuclear-capablions in Czechoslovakia for wartime use, a
carefully about the enormous difficulty ofaircraft and missiles from the Soviet Unionserious gap would have been left in the
reestablishing political (as opposed to miliand even the Romanian military was eventwenter of the Warsaw Pact’'s nuclear front
tary) control. ally supplied with nuclear-capable FROG-1ine against NATO. Even if plans had been
and Scud-B missiles. These new East Euraiade to ship large quantities of nuclear
4. Military Motivations and Concerns  pean weapons were officially described awarheads under Soviet control to Czecho-
components of the “Warsaw Pact’s joinslovakia during a crisis, the execution of
Western analysts have long suspectauliclear forces” and used for simulated nucleauch plans would probably have been de-
that military-strategic considerations fig-missions during Pact exercises; but Westetacted by NATO and might have triggered a
ured prominently in the Soviet Union’s re-analysts have always assumed that nucleareemptive strike against the Warsaw Pact.
sponse to the Prague SpriigiVell before warheads for the delivery systems remainethese considerations led a prominent West-
the 1968 crisis, Soviet military commandunder exclusive Soviet control, and that thern analyst, Lawrence Whetten, to conclude
ers had believed that the lack of a permanedelivery vehicles also would have come unsoon after the invasion that “the absence of
Soviettroop presence in Czechoslovakia (ider direct Soviet command in wartime if theySoviet troops” in Czechoslovakia had been
contrast to the large deployments in Eastere equipped with nuclear charges. Sucia glaring weakness in the Pact’s defenses”
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troops to overcome the peaceful resistano®nsensus emerged, a related issue of paaid nothing (if it is inaccurate). Voronov
they encountered from ordinary Czechs artitular interest is whether anyone on théad nothing to gain by issuing a denial, apart
Slovaks, and the large number of seriouBPSU Politburo dissented from the finafrom wanting to set the record straight. Still,
accidents and fights that ensued, did not leakkcision to intervene. The fact that a thred/oronov did acknowledge that he had ex-
to an “explosion” or to the “massacre” thatlay session of the Politburo was requirepressed certain qualms about the decision—

some in Prague had feared. before the decision was reached suggesti&/hom was it really so necessary for us to

that at least one or two members, and possiefend, and from whom?"—in a speech he

ISSUES NEEDING bly more, still had serious reservations. Igave to the Novosibirsk regional Party com-
FURTHER EXPLORATION his speech to East European Communistittee shortly after the invasidft. Closer

Party leaders just after the conclusion of thexamination of Voronov’s role throughout
As new archival materials become availCPSU Politburo’s session, Brezhnev averrettie crisis is thus very much in order.

able in Moscow and elsewhere, it will behat he and his colleagues had “considered
possible to look in much greater depth ahese questions [about Czechoslovakia] fro@®. The Ukrainian Factor
several issues that remain largely mysterall angles” during their three-day meeting
ous even now. No doubt, some of thesand had made a “profound analysis” of what ~Western analysts have long appreciated
issues cannot be fully resolved because tsbould be don®. This formulation certainly that the potential for instability in Ukraine
requisite documentation either never existedplies that at least a few members of thevas one of the major factors contributing to
or has been destroyed. Unfortunately, som#olitburo, at some point, expressed doubthe Soviet decision to invade Czechoslova-
key materials in the East European archiveout the wisdom of the invasion. Althougtkia!® But there is much about Ukraine’s
appear to be missing or to have been tarBrezhnev went on to say that the Politbureole in the decision, including the extent to
pered with, and the same is undoubtedly triend Secretariat “unanimously adopted thehich Ukrainian party chief Petro Shelest
on an even larger scale in RusSidNever- decision to lend military assistance to thevas maneuvering for Brezhnev's job, that
theless, as new evidence emerges, Westdrgalthy forces” inthe KSC, the word he usedill remain unclear until the Soviet and
scholars should be able to develop a clearfar “unanimously,” edinodushnp implies  Ukrainian archives are fully opened. The
understanding of at least some of the keynanimity of spirit and not necessarily unatlkrainian government’s declared intention
issues listed below. A more elaborate distimity of actual voting. (This ambiguity to release virtually all the records of the
cussion of these issues, and the questiowsuld not be present if Brezhnev had usedkrainian Communist Party is encouraging,
about them that need to be answered, will ibe wordedinoglasnowhich also translates but it remains to be seen how this will work
included in other works in preparation by thénto English as “unanimously.”) The dis-out in practice. It also remains to be seen

present authot tinction is a fine one and it may be readingvhether the requisite documents in Mos-
too much into what Brezhnev said, but hisow, especially items from the personal files
1. Consensus-Building in Moscow speech does not absolutely foreclose thef Shelest, Vladimir Shcherbitskii, and

possibility that dissenting votes were casBrezhnev in the Presidential Archive, will

Precisely how the CPSU Politburo arOnly if we can gain access to the full tranbe made available.
rived at a consensus in favor of militaryscript of the CPSU Politburo meeting will it
intervention in the spring and summer obe possible to resolve the issue conclusivel. A Nuclear Alert?
1968 may never be known with certainty.  There is no way to tell, unfortunately,
But if Soviet archives that have been offwhen the transcript might be released (as- Until the late 1980s, Western scholars
limits up to now are rendered more accesuming it exists), but in the interim scholara&nd government officials had assumed that
sible, Western and Russian scholars shoutegted not just sit around waiting. There arthe Soviet Union had never put its nuclear
gain a better understanding of the processeveral leads, albeit tenuous ones, that darces on full combat alert, even during the
Among the documents that would be espeavell worth exploring. An important article Cuban missile crisis. In late 1989, however,
cially valuable infilling in gaps would be thein 1989 by Pyotr Rodionov, who was theran excerpt was released from a secret U.S.
transcript of the CPSU Politburo meeting offirst deputy director of the CPSU Centralintelligence report claiming that Brezhnev
15-17 August, the transcript of the CPSWCommittee’s Institute of Marxism-Leninism, ordered a nuclear alert during the invasion of
Central Committee plenum on 9-10 April stated that at least one member of the Soviézechoslovakid®* That claim has since
the full transcript of the CPSU Central ComPolitburo, Gennadii Voronov, had opposedeen endorsed by a leading American spe-
mittee plenum on 17 July, the transcripts adhe decision to intervene, believing it wagialist on nuclear command-and-control,
all CPSU Politburo meetings (whether for*deeply mistaken” and “misguided® Bruce Blair, in a lengthy book on nuclear
mal orinformal) between mid-June and midvoronov himself subsequently denied thabperational procedures. Blair argues that
August, and materials compiled by specidie had voted against the invasion, and hise incident in August 1968 was one of
“commissions” of the CPSU Politburo thatdenial has to be taken seriou§lyBecause several times that the Soviet Union put its
were established to deal with the crisis. CrlRodionov argued that Voronov displayeduclear forces on combat al&it.A dissent-
cial documentation is also likely to exist in‘great personal bravery” in opposing theng view has been expressed, however, by a
the personal files of leaders such as Brezhnalgcision, it must have been tempting foretired Soviet general, Ivan Ershov, the
Suslov, Kosygin, and Podgornyi. Voronov either to support Rodionov’s claimdeputy commander of the 1968 invasion. In

In addition to the question of how the(assuming that it is accurate) or just to havan interview in early 1993, Ershov conceded
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knowledge and approval of the North Koport for the conclusion that it was the deatgeneral editorship of Rudolf G. Pikhoia,
rean plart? The brief statement that theof Stalin rather than U.S. threats to usdirector of the State Archival Service of the
Chinese government adopted the decision tuclear weapons that finally brought a breakRussian Governmet.

send volunteers to Korea “under pressuithrough in the negotiations for an armistice  The following text is a translation from
from Stalin” is also the first documentaryto end the Korean War. While serving ag handwritten copy of the original, which |
evidence we have of Stalin’s pressuring th8ecretary of State under Eisenhower, Jolwrote in the archives in January 1993. | was
PRC to intervene in the Korean War. Itis faFoster Dulles claimed that it was the newnable to obtain a photocopy of the docu-
from conclusive, however; since such a clairmdministration’s “unmistakable warning” toment because the archive staff said that it did
supports the Soviet criticism of the PRC thaBeijing that it would use nuclear weaponsiot have the technical means to make a
is the focus of this survey, it is entirelyagainst China that finally brought an end tphotocopy from microfilm. Since the archive
possible that the writers stretched an anthe war, a claim Eisenhower repeated in hidosed its reading room in April 1993, | have
biguous statement by Stalin into “pressurethemoirst’ However, the threats communi-been unable to fill in the brief sections |
tointervene. Arecently-published telegrancated by the Eisenhower administration weremitted from my hand-written copy, which
from Mao to Stalin on 2 October 1950 remade in May 1953, two months after Sovieare marked here with brackets.

veals that Mao immediately informed Stalineaders discussed with Zhou Enlai the need R R E

of the decision of the Chinese Communigb conclude an armistice rapidly and dis- TOP SECRET
Party leadership to send Chinese troops patched a representative to the DPRK t#P-04339/gs 9 August 1966
Korea, butthe Chinese sources do not reveacilitate this result. This report is circum- . .
communications from Stalin to Mabd. spect in its discussion of this subject, but it copies to: Brezhnev (2), Kosygin (2),

. . . e . Gromyko, Kuznetsov, Kovalev, Kornienko,
The implicit criticism of the PRC for indicates that as soon as Stalin was noIongerSuda);ikov IDU, UVI, OIuVA (2), file (2)

intervening in Korea only to protect its ownpart of the decisionmaking, the Soviets, Chi-

security and the lengthy discussion of theese and North Koreans were able quickly to On the Korean War, 1950-53,
tensions between the PRC and DPRK wereach an agreement to end the conflict. If and the Armistice Negotiations

no doubt an attempt to disparage the Chineigrther evidence proves this conclusionto be

effort in Korea in order to counter criticismtrue, it will have significant implications for . [Background to and Preparations for First
of what was in fact very weak Soviet supporur understanding of the relationship amongtage of the War] o .

for the DPRK. Although Stalin provided Stalin, Mao, and Kim, as well as for the  After separate elections in 1948 in South
North Korea with arms and equipment, oncstudy of “atomic diplomacy.” Korea and the formation of the puppet govern-

. . . . ment of Rhee Syngman, on the one hand, and the
the United States entered the war he took Prospects are fairly encouraging for find . a4ion of the DPRK, on the other, relations
great pains to distance the Soviet Unioing answers soon to many of the remainingenyeen the North and the South of the country
from the fighting. And despite heavy bombgquestions aboutthe Sovietrole inthe Koreagere sharply aggravated. The Seoul regime, as
ing of North Korea by the Americans in théVar. The Soviet Foreign Ministry archivewell as the DPRK, declared its claim to be the
fall of 1950, the Soviet Union did not inter-through a project funded by the Internationaduthority in all of Korea. The situation at the 38th
vene to defend its client state. When StaliArchives Support Fund, has begun systenparallel became even more tense in 1948 after the
did at last covertly send military forces taatically to declassify its records, proceedinyithdrawal of Soviet and American troops from
Korea, in the spring of 1951, he did so onlyn five year blocks. For the first year of the °"¢?- _ . :
in support of Chinese forces, to whom heroject, Oct. 1992 - Sept. 1993, the archinorezﬁrl'gg dt;': \?I‘ergfi} nfllm Il Sung and other

. y determined to unify

was bpqnd by a mutual dgfense tréé\ty.. planned to declassify record; from 1945-5Q country by military means, without devoting

It is interesting that this document citeaand 1917-21, and the following year thosg,e necessary attention to studying the possibility
the participation of Soviet military advisersfor 1951-55 and 1922-26. So far, the declagat existed at that time for peaceful reunification
and the provision of military equipment, busification work is on schedule and the result&rough the broad development of the democratic
does not mention the participation of Sovieare encouraging; a large percentage of tieovement in South Korea.
pilots and anti-aircraft personnel. Accordfiles are being declassified. The most im- In the DPRK, a people’s army was created
ing to several memoir accounts publishefortant exception is the archive’s continuing‘hich in manpower and equipment significantly
recently in Russia, the Soviet military forceseluctance to release deciphered telegranﬁ%‘,;%ezie‘i thlegggm‘:ﬁefogs ‘:L?nob”;:‘ OKfor[‘;gh Ey
eventually_ se'nt tq Korea were supstantlaa critically important gajtegory ofd_ocu.mentstIrOOIDS was 110‘0‘00; new divisions were hastily
though still tiny in comparison with the The Defense Ministry archive is CUMpeing formed?
Chinese military commitment. The omis- rently declassifying its documents on the Calculating that the USA would not enter a
sion of suchinformation from this otherwiseKorean War, in response to Presiden{ar over South Korea, Kim Il Sung persistently
quite forthcoming report reinforces account¥eltsin’s promise to South Koreain Novem-pressed for agreement from Stalin and Mao
by several participants of the extreme medoer 1992 that Soviet records on the wagedong to reunify the country by military means.
sures taken by the Soviet government taould be opened. The Presidential Archivéelegrams #4-51, 233, 1950)
keep the extent of its military involvementinis also planning to release a collection of  Stalin atfirst treated the persistent appeals
the Korean War a secrétan effort moti- documents on the Korean War. These afl Kim Il Sung with reserve, noting that “such a
vated by Stalin’s fear of direct conflict withscheduled to be published in the Novembt??;;gceh ?j::g;,;{gfﬂ%ﬁ:ﬁ esgilétz ofgrg:c't“inn;?ﬁg-s
the United States. 1993 issue of a new journkdtochnik: Docu- !

. . . X ) T ciple. The final agreement to support the plans of
Finally, this document provides sup-ments of Russian Histarwhichis underthe the koreans was given by Stalin at the time of
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Origins of the Korean War, 1945-50: New Eviden
From Russian Archives.”

12. Tworecently published accounts of Kim's Apfil
1950 visit to Beijing based on Chinese memoirs

interviews give conflicting accounts: Hao Yufan al
Zhai Zhihai,“China’s Decision to Enter the Koreg|
War: History Revisited,China Quarterlyl21 (March

1990), 100; and Chen Jian, “The Sino-Soviet Alliarfc

and China’s Entry into the Koreaiar,” Cold War
International History Project Working Paper No.
(Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Internation|
Center for Scholars, 1991), 1, 20-21.

13. See Li Xiaobing, Wang Xi, and Chen Jian, “Mag’
Dispatch of Chinese Troops to Korea: Forty-Six Teje

grams, July-October 1950Chinese Historians:1
(Spring 1992), 67-68.

14. For details, see Weathersby, “Soviet Aimsjigyq|d have to fight constant battles to get themaller, temporary one was then opened

Korea and the Origins of the Korean War, 1945-%0

New Evidence From Russian Archives.”

15. Lieutenant-General Georgi Lobov, who co
manded the 64th Corps in Korea, has estimated
from 1952 until the end of the war in 1953, the co
numbered about 26,000 personnel. Interview with
Lobov, “Blank Spots of History: In the Skies of Nor
Korea,” Aviatsiya i Kosmonavitka0 (Oct. 1990), 30
31, 34, in JPRS-UAC-91-003 (28 June 1991), 27
Also see Aleksandr Smorchkov, “Speak Korean|
Battle,” Komsomolskava Pravd&® June 1990; A

Roshchin, “During the Cold War on the East Rivef,

Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizrdan. 1990, 131-39; inte
view with Aleksandr Smorchkov, Moscow Intern
tional Broadcast Service in Korean, 11 June 19
translated in FBIS-SOV-90-121 (22 June 1990), 9-

and B.S. Abakumov, “Sovetskie letchikiv nebe Korg,

Voprosy Istorii, Jan. 1993, 129-39.
16. See, e.g., the interview with Lobov cited aboy

ARCHIVES these documents have been declassified, but
continued from page 1 that doesn’t mean people should be allowed
nFommunist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSUjo look at them.* In the span of just a few
avould have seemed utterly fanciful. Al-days, all the progress at the Central Commit-
Pthough the most important archives in Mostee archives that had been achieved since
cow are still sealed off and access to thaugust 1991 seemed to come undone, per-
Tentral Committee and Foreign Ministryhaps irreparably.
icollections is still highly problematic, the Fortunately, this adverse trend did not

RRussian government has made at least someatly affect the Foreign Ministry archives,

effortto release materials to researchers fromhere the degree of access for scholars con-
Hoth Russia and abroad. When | first went tonued gradually to expand. Although the
the Central Committee archives and the Fomain reading room at the Foreign Ministry
eign Ministry archives in 1992 | assumed as closed temporarily in mid-1993 (a

documents | wanted. But soon after | begafollowing complaints from researchers), this
hworking there, | found that the main problenwas done mainly so that renovations and a
thaivas having was just the opposite: namelynuch-needed expansion of the room could
PRhow to cope with the thousands of pages &ie completed. The clampdown at the CPSU
j,materials they were quite readily bringingarchives may have engendered a somewhat
me. Even after some three months of work imore cautious atmosphere at the Foreign
Bthose archives, the difficulty of absorbingMinistry, but the trend at the latter was still
"®verything remained as acute as ever. Fot@vard greater openness.
brief while | even began to suspect that Furthermore, evenatthe post-1952 Cen-
Strachey was justified in regarding ignotral Committee archives the situation as of
-rance as a scholarly virtue. mid-1993 was by no means hopeless. Inthe
fgj That feeling quickly dissipated, how-past, Prokopenko espoused a distinctly lib-
ever, when the situation at the archive coreral view of the need to curb “senseless,
taining the post-1952 holdings of the Centraleliberately obstructive, and phony” restric-
e.Committee took a sharp turn for the worse itions on “supposedly classified” materials,

17. James Sheply, “How Dulles Averted Wadrife,
16 January 1956, 70-72; and Dwight D. Eisenho
The White House Years: Mandate for Change, 1
1956(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 196
179-80. Furthermore, as Roger Dingman has sh
the United States had been threatening to use nu
weapons throughout the war. For discussions of fh
debate see Roger Dingman, “Atomic Diplomacy D
ing the Korean War fhternational Securit§3:3 (Win-
ter 1988/89), 50-91, and Rosemary Foot, “Nucl
Coercion and the Ending of the Korean Conflig
International Securityl 3:3 (Winter 1988/89), 92-112
18. For a translation of these documents see
forthcoming article, “The Soviet Union and the Kore
War: New Evidence from the Soviet Archives,” in t
winter 1993-94 issue dthe Journal of American-Eas
Asian Relations
19. This figure is higher than the estimates of U
intelligence, according to which by June 25 the K
numbered between 87,500 and 99,000 men. Se
discussion of these figures in Cumingke Origins of
the Korean War, Vol. ]I452-53.
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the spring of 1993. The abrupt dismissal adrguing that “only a small number of these
Qne of the top archival officials, Vladimir documents genuinely contain secrétsit
yChernous, in February 1993 was the firsbne point he even quit his job as director of
ign of animpending clampdown. Chernouthe USSR’s “Special Archive” — the re-
?s?éd been a prominent advocate of greatpository in which captured document col-
opennessinthe CPSU archives. Two montlhsctions and other highly sensitive items
later the director of that same Central Comwere stored — because he could no longer
amittee repository, Rem Usikov, was alsgut up with the “extremely ignorant people”
“fired after being accused of “laxness in enin the Main Archival Directorate
n§9rcing regulations on access to confidentigiGlavarkhiv) who “insist on keeping every-
krmaterial.’® Although Usikov had been athing secret® Moreover, in conversations
dong-time CPSU functionary and was nevewith Cold War International History Project

a proponent of opening up the archives, hafficials in July 1993, both Prokopenko and
drad gone along — if only grudgingly — with other archival authorities expressed a will-
Ahe more relaxed policy that was introducethgness to continue cooperation with for-
e the latter half of 1992 and early 1993.eign researchers and projects. Hence, even
Thus, his ouster and the initial charges lodgeukfore Prokopenko was replaced because of
against him were a further indicator that &ealth reasons by Natalia Tomilina in Sep-
speriod of retrenchment was under way. Thember, there were some grounds for opti-
sextent of the retrenchment soon becammism that the setback at the former CPSU
Pclearer when Usikov's successor, Anatoliarchives would be only temporary.
3rﬁ’rokopenko, did away with all the proce- Nevertheless, evenifthe regressive steps
higlures that had been adopted in 1992 to makteat Prokopenko implemented in the spring
nthe archive more accessible. The newf 1993 are eventually reversed by his suc-

r

Jcdescribed as a “more restrictive approactgobering reminder of how little the Russian
swas well summed up in a remark he madauthorities understand about the way a gov-
during a conversation in May 1993: “Yesgrnment archive is supposed to operate. In
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archives suggests that any gaps which mayents will emerge explaining precisely whatments and the latest memoirs by ex-Soviet
have been created are modest comparecth@ Soviet leadership hoped to gain from thefficials may not be a panacea, but it is the
the evidence that wamt destroyed. missile deployment¥. only way we are going to obtain a better
A potentially more vexing problem Nevertheless, despite the obstaclasnderstanding of Soviet history. Archival
comes from documents that never existed @aused by gaps in the written record (espevidence and new memaoirs can bring to light
all — that is, from decisions which werecially from the Stalin era), these need ngpreviously unknown data; and, equally im-
made without leaving an explicit “paperhinder efforts to understand Soviet historyportant, they can corroborate or undercut
trail” of written orders, notes, or transcriptd=or one thing, in a country that was as olinterpretations that had long been taken for
of deliberations. The methodological pitsessed with record-keeping of all sorts as tigganted. Several years ago John Lewis
falls associated with this phenomenon caBoviet Union was, the documentation of mosbaddis noted the value of declassified mate-
be seen outside the Soviet field in the worksvents and decisions was far more extensivials for the study of U.S. foreign policy, and
of certain historians who have examinethan one would find virtually anywhere elsehis remarks seem even more apposite now,
Hitler's decision to order the mass destrucshortly before the archives were opened, mutatis mutandisfor the study ofSoviet
tion of European Jews. Because Hitleiew Western scholars had speculated thé&dreign policy:
himself refrained from committing the ex-access to Soviet repositories would be of
termination policy to paper (leaving that tanly limited value because the records in | am familiar with the argument that the
subordinates like Himmler, Heydrich, andVloscow “are probably spars&” Even a  [NewYork]Timess usually two steps ahead
Eichmann) and resorted to euphemismiief stint at the ex-Soviet archives will show ©f the Centril Intelligence Agencﬁ n any
When:jes_cr.ibir)g}he': pollicy in his speech(_ahpyv upfounde,('j this cla?m was. Far from %V:nﬂtaggfr;egttswgﬁﬁfng ;Tjts;?:m%?l\; e;ﬂ'
afgw revisionist” historians such as Davidbeing sparse, the archives in qucow are ter our knowledge of whatis going on at any
Irving have argued that the Holocaust werdverflowing with documents and informa-  given point. But that is simply not true:
onwithout Hitler's knowledge or approvél. tion that will greatly enrich our historical anyone who has looked carefully at declas-
This thesis has been decisively refuted bywanderstanding. What is more, even when sified government documents from the post-
large number of historians both inside andenuine gaps in the record exist, one can1945 era will know how inadequate the
outside Germany, but the very fact thaalways try to work around them. The spe- public record is as a guide to what was
Irving can make his claims — no mattecific order for Kirov’'s assassination may not actually happening. . .. And even when the
how tendentious they may seem — undehave been put down on paper, but an enor-Public record does faithfully reflect what
scores the way the lack of written records omous amount of other evidence points to ?nO:ns O”Qﬁh';iﬂh;?inif’fehaesfst?ﬁzzg'cjﬁﬁ OOf
pgrticular matt_ers can be abused and m&talin’s complicity, as Robert Conquest and_ belie)\llfthag/nothing is worth reading unless
nipulated by historians. others have demonstrated. If freer access isj; js stamped “top secret” — might well
To a certain extent at least, this samgranted to the most important archives in cause themto discount generalizations based
problem is bound to arise with the formeMoscow (i.e., the Presidential Archive, the A
Soviet archives. In acountry like the Soviemilitary archives, and the KGB archives),
Union, where “telephone justice” (i.e., telethe amount of documentation that will help
phone calls from top CPSU officials to statdill in gaps will only increase.
functionaries ordering them how to resolve  Furthermore, even though some gaps
specific issues) and “word-of-mouth-only”are likely to remain once all the archives
decision-making long prevailed, one is aphave been opened, that will not necessarily
to find important activities or decisions thatnhibit scholarly endeavors. No matter how
were not committed to paper. This may weltomplete or incomplete the written record
be the case, for example, with the assassirmaay be in any particular instance, there will
tion in 1934 of the head of the Leningraglways be room for legitimate differences of
party, Sergei Kirov. Although most histori-interpretation. New documentary evidence
ans agree that Stalin himself ordered thean help narrow those differences and cast
murder, no written order to that effect hagoubt on certain interpretations — which is
yet been located, and it is likely that nonerecisely why archival research is valuable
exists!® Problems of this sort also crop up— but it would be naive to think that the
from time to time in the study of Sovietarchives alone will generate a grand schol-
foreign policy. Deliberations about keyarly consensus on every important matter.
foreign policy decisions, both during andwith or without greater access to the former
after the Stalinist era, did not always geSoviet archives, disagreements about how to
recorded in full. Such may be the case, fonterpret specific events and documents will
example, with the decision in 1962 to depersist in the future.
ploy nuclear missiles in Cuba. Althougha This is not to say, however, that the
vast amount of evidence about the Cubamportance of archival research should be
missile crisis has recently come to lightdiscounted; quite the contrary. The opportu-
there is little reason to expect that docwnity to examine declassified Soviet docu-
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confident assumptions about what could biger 1979 were well aware of the potentiahearly 2,200 other state archives in Russia
gleaned from open sources have not bedélifficulties that Soviet troops might encoun— including 47 republican archives, 170
borne out by the new documentary evidender, but were convinced that all those prolregional sites, and 1,981 provincial and local
in Moscow. Onthe contrary, we can now selems could be overcome relatively eadfly. repositories — also came under the new
from the Russian archives that the diver- As more documents are declassified ingency’s indirect control, though they were
gence between the “public record” and “whathe future, our understanding of many otheaccorded much greater autonomy than they
was actually happening” in Soviet foreigrissues is also bound to improve. Materialever were permitted when they had to report
policy was, if anything, even wider than ondrom the Presidential Archive, the militaryto Glavarkhiv® As of late 1992, the 17fed-
might have expected. archives, and the KGB archives, which areral archives under Roskomarkhiv’s direct
Thus, for scholars who hope to be moraot yet freely available, should be especiallgontrol housed some 65.3 million files, com-
knowledgeable and more accurate about thaluable in helping to clarify some of theprising many billions of pages of docu-
topics they are exploring, access to declassitost mysterious and controversial topicanents. The other state archives in Russia —
fied Soviet documents will be of great benTo be sure, scholars will have to be cautious the republic, regional, and provincial lev-
efit. The potential value of the new archivahbout what they find in the archives, and wilkls — accounted for another 138.7 million
sources is apparent from the way the earlidave to resist some of the methodologicdiles, with billions more pages of documents.
release of American and West Europeapitfalls discussed below. Also, it is worth In early 1993, Roskomarkhiv was reor-
documents enriched our understanding atressing again that new evidence, no mattganized and renamed the “State Archival
Stalin’s foreign policy. Inthe late 1970s andhow important, cannot guarantee a scholarlyervice of Russia” (Rosarkhiv), in accor-
early 1980s, when “post-revisionist” scholconsensus. The room for legitimate disdance with a governmental decree signed in
ars began reexamining the Soviet Union’agreement may narrow considerably, buate December 1992. The change of name
role in the early Cold War years, they werdifferences over the best way to interpreand restructuring of the agency were in-
able to exploit newly declassified Westerrromplex events will inevitably remain. Yettended to place Rosarkhiv on a par, both
materials to bridge at least part of the gagespite all these caveats, it is clear that tlymbolically and substantively, with other
between the “public record” and “what wapening of the ex-Soviet archives has prdederal agencies such as the Russian Exter-
actually happening?® The opportunity to vided immense opportunities for scholars.nal Intelligence Service (RSVR). The cur-

take advantage of this evidence helped en- rentdirector of Rosarkhivis Rudolf Pikhoya,
surethatthe post-revisionist works surpassed New Archival Collections who was formerly the prorector of the uni-
all previous studies in the field, both in versity in Sverdlovsk (now called

nuance and in scope. Needless to say, the Until late 1991, the central state arEkaterinburg), where he became acquainted
likelihood of further advancesis even greatethives of the Soviet Union were adminiswith the then-first secretary of the Sverd-
now that declassified documents will be¢ered by the Main Archival Directoratelovsk branch of the CPSU, Boris Yeltsin. It
available not only from Western countriegGlavarkhiv) of the Soviet Council of Min- was also in Sverdlovsk that Pikhoya got to
but from Moscow as well. isters. Glavarkhiv also supervised sever&how a faculty member, Gennadii Burbulis,
Already, in fact, new evidence from thethousand regional and local archives in theho later became a top aide to Yeltsin.
ex-Soviet archives has shed a good deal OfSSR. The CPSU archives, however, werEhus, it is not surprising that Yeltsin would
light on key topics in Soviet domestic affairsnanaged separately by the party itself. THeave chosen Pikhoya to supervise Russia’s
and foreign policy. For example, recentlynstitute of Marxism-Leninism was respon-archives, a post that is far more politically
declassified materials confirm that Stalirsible forthe Central Party Archive, while thesensitive than it would be in most countries.
played a direct and expansive role in th€entral Committee apparatus supervised itdor is it surprising that as the head of
mass repressions of the 1930s, 1940s, aadn 140 archives as well as those of thRosarkhiv, Pikhoya has been unusually at-
1950s, contrary to what some Western “reSecretariat. Documents from the Politburdentive to the political interests of Yeltsin,
visionist” historians had been arguitigflhe as noted below, were stored in a speciabt only by releasing documents that are
new evidence also undercuts the revisiomrchive in the Kremlin, under the directembarrassing to Yeltsin's opponents (espe-
ists’ claims that the scale of the Stalinistontrol of the CPSU General Secretary. cially Mikhail Gorbachev), but also by serv-
repressions was much smaller than earlier Following the aborted coup in Augusting as a presidential envoy when materials
Western estimates had suggested. It tura991 and the dissolution of the USSR fouhave been turned over to foreign countfies.
out that the earlier estimates, far from beinmonths later, the archives in Moscow were  Although Pikhoya is the leading archi-
too high, may in some cases have signifextensively reorganized. Glavarkhiv wawal official in Russia, his agency does not yet
cantlyunderstatedhe actual number of vic- abolished, and almost all of its vast staff andave jurisdiction over some of the most
tims? With regard to foreign policy, de- bureaucratic apparatus, including its spemportantarchival collections, including the
classified materials have helped clarify suchialized archival research institute, wer€PSU Politburo’s records. Rosarkhiv does,
important issues as the Sino-Soviet split, theansferred intact to the newly created Rusiowever, have control over the rest of the
Sovietrole in the Korean and Vietham warssian State Committee on Archival Affairsformer CPSU archives in Moscow, which
and Moscow’s decision to invade Afghani{Roskomarkhiv). The 15 central state arare now divided between two major sites:
stan. On this last topic, for example, manghives in Russia that had been administergle Russian Center for the Storage and Study
hundreds of pages of newly released docby Glavarkhiv were placed under the direadf Documents of Recent History
ments indicate that Soviet leaders in Decenjurisdiction of Roskomarkhiv. Most of the (RTsKhIDNI), which includes the former
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Central Party Archive and other CPSU holdRosarkhiv’s jurisdiction and thus have operterials closely (or not so closely) related to
ings through October 1952; and the muchted along somewhat different lines. In adhe researcher’s project, which the archivist
larger Center for Storage of Contemporargordance with the liberal and pro-Westermay not realize would be of interest. Al-
Documentation (TsKhSD), which includesorientation of Russian foreign minister Andrethough officials in charge of the Foreign
all CPSU Central Committee holdings fronKozyrev, the AVPRF was the first of theMinistry archives are aware of the problems
October 1952 through the end of the Sovidbrmer Soviet archives to open its postwataused by the lack of finding aids, they say
regime in December 1994. Even though holdings to outside researchers, despite rthat severe funding constraints have pre-
the two repositories are both subordinate &istance by some archivists within the minisvented them from taking remedial steps.
Rosarkhiv and are geographicallyry. (Some noteworthy progresstoward operAmong other things, they would have to pay
propinquitous to one another, there seemsitty the MID archives had already begurfor the reproduction of dozens of inventories
be relatively little interaction or collabora-under the final three Soviet foreign minis{opisi), and would have to hire and pay
tion between them. ters—Eduard Shevardnadze, Aleksandxdditional staff (retired senior diplomats) to
Together, the former CPSU archive8essmertnykh, and Boris Pankin, especiallgcrutinize and declassify every page of the
include some 30 million files with more Pankin and Shevardnadze—whose outloadpisi. Some rudimentary finding aids, in-
than six billion pages of documents accuvas similar to Kozyrev’'s.) Although the cluding lists ofondsandopisi, are supposed
mulated by the Central Party Archive andeclassification procedures at the AVPRFo be compiled in 1993 and 1994, and more
the Central Committee apparatus (Fond Nare still cumbersome and slow, the archivelaborate materials should be available by
5), plus a smaller number of documentsverall has become increasingly accessiblE995 or 1996. Those measures will certainly
pertaining to the CPSU Secretariat (Fondince mid-1992 and has remained so evdlp, but the utility of the AVPRF will be
No. 4). For the most part these documentshile the CPSU archives have been retrenchimited until it provides finding aids compa-
especially those in Fond No. 5, key “inputsing. This auspicious trend at MID is at leastable to those at the CPSU archives.
into the decision-making process, rathgpartly attributable to the existence of amulti-  As illuminating as the former Central
than how decisions were actually made &buntry arrangement that has helped fost®arty Archive, the former Central Commit-
the top levels. The materials collected bgn institutionalized framework for thetee archives, and the Foreign Ministry ar-
the Central Committee apparatus include A&VPRF, as will be discussed below. chives may be, they are not the most impor-
vast number of items produced by the For-  The bulk of the AVPRF’s holdings con-tant repositories in Moscow. Scholars hop-
eign Ministry, KGB, Defense Ministry, andsists of cables, reports, and other documeritgy to understand how decisions were made
other state agencies, copies of which wegenerated either at Soviet embassies or withatt the highest levels, as opposed to the “in-
routinely sent to the relevant CPSU departhe ministry’'s own departments and agerputs”into the decision-making process, must
ments. RTsKhIDNI's holdings also includecies3® Although many of the cables andook elsewheré® All transcripts and notes
the voluminous files of the Comintern (Fondeports are routine and uninformative, othesom the CPSU Politburo’'s meetings, all
No. 495), the Soviet-sponsored organizacontain important transcripts of conversamaterials in the vast personal files of top
tion that coordinated and directed internaions with foreign leaders or cogent assesSoviet officials, and all other items deemed
tional communist activities until it was for-ments of the strengths and weaknesses tofbe of greatest sensitivity are in the Krem-
mally dissolved in 1943. Soviet policy. A special division of thelin Archive (Fond No. 3), which during
In general, the documents from thAVPRF, Fond No. 59, contains all the ci-Mikhail Gorbachev’s time was reorganized,
post-October 1952 period at TsKhSD arphered (i.e., supersecret) cables transmittespanded, and renamed the “Presidential
better organized than the older documents and from Soviet embassies over the year&rchive.”® During the final years of the
stored at RTsKhIDNI; but the finding aidsbut this entire division, unfortunately, is stillSoviet regime, countless documents that had
at RTskKhIDNI, which have now been listedoff limits.3* Even without access to the mosbeen stored in the CPSU archives were re-
in a computerized data base, are elaboratensitive items, however, researchers areoved from their files and transferred per-
enough to compensate for most deficiencidmund to come across plenty of valuablenanentlytothe Presidential Archive, inkeep-
in organization. (The main exception is theocuments in the AVPRF. ing with Gorbachev’'s broader efforts to shift
Comintern files, for which finding aids are  The main problem with the Foreignpowerfromthe central party apparatustothe
unavailable.) The finding aids at TsSKhSIMinistry archives, in fact, is not that materi-state presidency. The rest of the CPSU
are also of superb quality, even by Westerils are inaccessible, but that no finding aidsoldings have been under the jurisdiction of
standards. Researchers at the archives anany sort have been disseminated. ThRoskomarkhiv/Rosarkhiv since late August
look up whatever files they need under thdeficiency has compelled researchers to d&991, but the Presidential Archive has re-
appropriate Central Committee departmentpend entirely, or almost entirely, on archivaimained independent. In December 1991 the
relevant timeframe, and even specific topemployees to find out what is available on autgoing Soviet president (Gorbachev) re-
ics. Whether requeststolook atthe files wilparticular subject. Even the best-intentionelihquished control of the Presidential Ar-
be granted is, of course, a different matteand most capable archivists will not be ablehive to the Russian president, and it has
especially at TsKhSD. to provide the comprehensive coverage orteen under Yeltsin's direct supervision ever
The archives of the Ministry of Foreigncan get by perusing finding aids such as thosince.
Affairs (MID), which were recently renamedat the Central Committee archives. More- No change in that status is envisaged
the “Foreign Policy Archives of the Russiarover, the lack of finding aids at the AVPRFany time soon under the new archival law,
Federation” (AVPRF), are not undermrecludes the serendipitous discovery of ma&ven though there have been periodic inti-
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to abide by the agreement, but it is difficultvith a panel known as the Internationathe following month, when the Foreign Min-
to square that pledge with some of his a&cademic Advisory Group (IAAG). This istry published new sets of rules for archival
tions, especially his decision to deny or limimultinational undertaking is sponsored byleclassification and acce8slhe new regu-
access to Fond No. 89. the Norwegian Nobel Institute, which hadations stipulate that the AVPRF must make

For Western scholars not associated withelped raise funds of more than $100,00@ems older than 30 years available as soon
CWIHP, the task of working in the formerfor the archive from Japanese and U.S. das possible except when doing so would
CPSU archives has been more arduous stitiors, and administered by the Internationdtemonstrably impede” Russia’s security or
Although all scholars were supposed to hawvkrchives Assistance Fund (IASF). The areause “danger or distress” to individuals.
access to materials released in connectioangement provides for four senior WesterAlthough these clauses are phrased so broadly
withthe CWIHP-TsKhSD-IVI project, those scholars (Odd Arne Westad from Norwaythat they may be susceptible to abuse, the
materials were deemed to be “classifiedWilliam Taubman from the United States]AAG has been careful to monitor the imple-
until they were formally releaséd.Conse- Jonathan Haslam from Great Britain, andhentation of the new rules and to recom-
quently, researchers not affiliated with th&erhard Wettig from Germany) to serve omend improvements when needed. Despite
CWIHP venture (or with one of the othera joint board with archivists and historianselatively slow progress in spurring the
Western deals with Roskomarkhivfrom MID. The panel, which is chaired byAVPRF to release and produce more finding
Rosarkhiv) almostinvariably found that theywestad and has Sven Holtsmark of the IAS&ids, and to declassify deciphered telegrams,
were denied access to materials at TsKhSBs its secretary, has assisted the AVPRF tine international advisory panel has gener-
despite CWIHP's repeated requests that abplying for funds from Western and Japaally been successful in fostering a climate of
scholars receive equal access to releaseese sources to help ameliorate specific fegreater openness.
materials. Although this situation shouldures of the archive that are most deficient Another collaborative project that has
have been rectified once thousands of doc(e.g., finding aids, the size and workingeen valuable in helping to open up some of
ments were “declassified” for the CWIHP-conditions of the reading room, and salariethe most important Russian archives is the
TsKhSD-IVI participants, it is not yet clearfor the staff). The funding allotments themsenewed publication — after a 30-year hia-
whether TsKhSD will live up to its obliga- selves give the IAAG considerable leveragtis — oflstoricheskii arkhiy which covers
tions. Certainly the archive’s rigidity in over the AVPRF'’s priorities, and the panethe latest developments in archival affairs.
providing access to some researchers but atso can make recommendations for oth@rhe journal’s chief editor is A. A.
access at all to othersin 1992 and early 1998provements as it sees fit, especially rechernobaev, and the editorial board, chaired
was a telltale sign of the much more vexingarding declassification procedures. by Pikhoya, consists of distinguished Rus-
problems to come in the spring and summer Among the concrete results of thesian, American, British, and German schol-
of 1993. Those problems will be discussetPRAG’s work was the establishment of a seérs and archival officials, who are able to
at greater length in the next section. of guidelines for declassifying and releasingnsure thatstoricheskii arkhivmeets high

A collaborative project that has beemmaterials, which the group presented to thgrofessional standards. Two prominentU.S.
more durable, at least so far, is an effort tBoreign Ministry collegium in March 1992. specialists connected with the Hoover project
link the Russian Foreign Ministry archivesTheir proposals were adopted largely intaet- the deputy director of the Hoover Institu-

Note on the Foreign Policy Archive  eign policy apparatus. Thisisreflectedinthe The declassification process encofn-

of the Russian Federation way the archive is organized, and in th@asses all majdondyof the archives. On¢
absence of a system of finding aids createshould be aware, however, that the ordingry
by Vladimir V. Sokolov and for the purpose of allowing external user$ondydo not contain deciphered telegrans.
Sven G. Holtsmark easy access to relevant documentation. Cofill such telegrams are located in a spegial

trary to what is common practice in westerwollection, which is subject to declassificp-

For students of the history of internacountries, external users are assisted by stéifin and access rules of its own. Nonethe-
tional relations since 1917, the gradual opemembers whose primary taskis to respond tess, declassification of this collection [is
ing up of the collection of thé&oreign requestsfromthe Ministry’s own users of theinderway for the period 1917-1941, Hut
Policy Archive of the Russian Federatiorarchival collections. external users of the archive should ot
(AVPRF, Arkhiv Vneshnei Politiki In the transformation process now unexpect to be able to make substantial usg of
Rossiiskoi Federatsii) means exciting newlerway in the AVPRF, the following pointsthis part of the archive’s holdings for the
challenges and opportunities. For the firgire worth noting. Declassification is beingime being. One should be aware, howeyer,
time it is now possible to start detailed andarried out on a comprehensive and chronthat a significant number of telegrams |as
in-depth studies of the Soviet foreign policYogical basis, starting from both 1917 andvell as documents from other collectiohs
making process based on a kind of materiab45. As of September 1993, materialbave been declassified onashhocbasis in
which is, after all, not altogether differentcovering the periods 1917-1922 and 194%rder to provide documentation on some] of
from what one expects to find in the Foreigs0 will be basically declassified. Declassifithe so-calledvhite spotof Soviet external
Ministry archives of other great powers. cation of the periods 1922-27 and 1951-55 ilations, such as Soviet policy towards Hiin-
The AVPRF was builtup with the singlescheduled to be completed by Septembegary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968.
aim of serving the needs of the Soviet fort994. continued on page 52
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ers and Soviet diplomats (which turned oubgnetov’s typed message, dated 6 Februat$73. These and other documents must exist
to be perfectly routine and above-board)1973, merely observes that “the instructioat either TsKhSD or the Presidential Ar-
and the unauthorized and misattributed puljpresumably a reference to Katushev’s handhive. But rather than allowing outside
lication in London of extracts from diarieswritten instruction] has been overtaken bgxperts and scholars to find materials that
by Josef Goebbels that had been stored évents” and that “comrade K. F. Katushewould shed greater light on the issue, Rus-
the Moscow archive$. After each of these has been informed? This simple, two-line sian archival officials have taken the coun-
episodes, Russian archival officials brieflynessage raises a host of intriguing questiorterproductive and irrational step of trying to
enforced stricter regulations, but they didVhy did Ognetov wait more than two monthgrevent researchers from doing their work.
notabandon the general trend toward greateefore responding to Katushev's “urgentUnfortunately, the whole episode suggests
openness. The reaction to the “Morris aferder? Did Ognetov prepare a “short notelve may have to wait years before a genuine
fair” was very differentinsofar as it severelyfor the Politburo in the interim, as he wasrchival system emerges in Russia. In a
disrupted and reversed almost all the posinstructed? If so, what did it say and whatountry where democracy is still so rudi-
tive steps that had been implemented. Ahappened to it? What were the “events” thamentary and tenuous, the status of the ar-
though the clampdown is not likely to beOgnetov believed had “overtaken” the in€hives is bound to remain problematic.
permanent, it was a disheartening step backtruction from Katushev? Among the pos-
ward that threatened to inhibit the developsible answers to this last question are: (1) the Methodological Pitfalls
ment of a sound archival policy in Russiasigning of the Paris peace accords on 27

The reimposition of a “strict regime” January 1973, which provided for the release Having been denied access to archival
(strogii rezhim at TsKhSD may also hinder of all American POWSs; (2) the issuance ofnaterials in Moscow for so long, scholars
any further clarification of the two trans-lists that same day by the U.S. State Depamtho are now finally being permitted to ex-
lated documents, at least for some time tment and the North Vietnamese governmeainine Soviet documents may be tempted to
come. Thisis unfortunate for both scholarlpf the 591 American prisoners who were&raw sweeping conclusions from what they
and practical reasons. Western commentaventually set free under Operation Homdind. In some cases these conclusions are
tors have focused almost exclusively on theoming; and (3) a top-level meeting of thdikely to be justified, but a good deal of
statistics in the translated reports or on th8oviet and North Viethamese Communistaution isin order. Part of the problem, asE.
position that General Quang may have ogarties in Moscow on 30 January 1973, whicH. Carr noted more than 30 years ago, is the
cupied in September 1972, but other aspedts/olved both Katushev and one of his clostendency of historiansto be overly impressed
of the Quang document, particularlyestaides, Oleg Rakhmanin, along with all they what they find on paper:
Ivashutin’s introductory memorandum, aranembers of the CPSU PolitbufoAre these
far more tantalizing. We may never knowthe “events” that Ognetov had in mind, andif ~ The nineteenth-century fetishism of facts
whether there was an authentic report iso, what bearing did they have on the much Was completed and justified by a fetish-
Vietnamese by General Quang, but we ahigher number of prisoners cited in the trans- 'S Of documents. The documents were

< - the Ark of the Covenant in the temple of

ready know that Ivashutin’s memorandunfated report? (The list of 591 POWSs repre- facts. The reverent historian ai hed
. . . . pproache
is authentic and that he regarded the flgugnted the 368 whose capture had been pub- o .. \with bowed head and spoke of them
of 1,205 U.S. POWs to be accurate. Whcly acknowledged before September 1972, i, awed tones. If you find it in the
need to find out why. Similarly, lvashutin’splus the 223 Americans who were taken documents, it is so. But what, when we
memorandum has a handwritten notation gorisoner after that date, mainly during the getdowntoit, do these documents —the
it from Konstantin Katushev, the CPSUChristmasbombings of North Vietnam.) How  decrees, the treaties, the rent-rolls, the
Secretary responsible for ties with othemuch credibility did Ognetov attach to the  blue books, the official correspondence,
ruling Communist parties, to Igor Ognetovhigher figures? the private letters and diaries — actually
the head of the sector for North Vietn#n.  Until these sorts of questions are an- (!l us? No document can tell us more
Katushev instructed Ognetov to “prepareswered, it will be impossible to arrive at any :233 Vr\nlth aitcveh:tu:]heortho;uthri ?]c;%urr?:n_t
onan ur_gent basis, ashort note forthe CPSlgm conclusjons about Fhe dafta cited in the penegd, what he thought ot?ght to happpen
CC Politburo about the prisoners of war.two translations. Even if the figures of 735 4 \youid happen, or perhaps only what
The fact that Katushev, as the most seni@and 1,205 turn out to be much too high, a he wanted others to think he thought, or
official in Moscow with day-to-day respon-smaller discrepancy would still be worth  even only what he himself thought he
sibility for Vietnam, recognized the impor-exploring, on the off chance that some of the  thought?
tance of Quang’s remarks about the POWRBOWSs are still alive. Nevertheless, it will be
should give pause to anyone who is temptezktremely difficult to further investigate theThere is a danger that scholars will become
to dismiss the figures out of hand. matter so long as the clampdown at TskhSBP engrossed by what they come across in

Another aspect of the Quang documerttontinues. One would need free access @cuments marked withthe “strogo sekretno”
that needs to be clarified is the brief covesuch things as the “short note” to the CPS($trictly secret) or “sovershenno sekretno”
sheet from Ognetov, which apparently is ifPolitburo that Ognetov was ordered to “pretop secret) stamp that they will not ap-
response to Katushev's handwritten rte.pare on an urgent basis,” the Politouro’Broach these materials with the same degree
Ivashutin’s memorandum was prepared ideliberations about the Paris peace accord, detachment they would exercise when
late November 1972, and Katushev’s notaand the secret transcripts from the Sovieonsidering most other forms of historical
tion was made on or about 1 DecembeNorth Viethamese meetings of 30 Janua§vidence. The novelty of looking through
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Mlynar, and Josef Smrkovskyope Dies Last: The of them was actually present at the meeting. Whateviengs from 1980-81: Zbigniew Wlodek, edlajne
Autobiography of Alexander Dubcétans. and ed. by Brezhnev did or did not say, the phrase has becomelakumenty Biura Politycznego: PZPR a“Solidarnosc,”
Jiri Hochman (New York: Kodansha Internationalpart of the standard lore about the Prague Spring. 1980-1981(London: Aneks, 1992).

1993), 168; Zdenek MlynaNachtfrost: Erfahrungen 104. Interview with former Soviet foreign minister 112. For citations of some of the recently published
aufdem Weg vom realen zum menschlichen Sozialisnitduard Shevardnadze, Brown University, 25 May 1991tems, see my article on “Tactical Nuclear Weapons,
(Koln: Eurpaisches Verlagsanstalt, 1978), 151-52; antd5. Emphasis added. This document, dated 24 D8eviet Command Authority, and the Cuban Missile
“Nedokonceny rozhovor: Mluvi Josef Smrkovsky,” cember 1974, is sealed off in a “Special DossierCrisis” in this issue of the CWIHBulletin.

Listy: Casopis ceskoslovenske socialisticke opozi¢®sobaya papKabut is cited by II'ya Gaiduk in foot- 113. The transcripts were published in four segments
(Rome) 4:2 (March 1975), 13-14. Dubcek’s memoinote 34 of his manuscript “V’etnamskaya voina under the general rubric “Iz Arkhiva Gorbacheva
says Kosygin uttered the slurs, whereas Mlynar argbvetsko-amerikanskie otnosheniya,” presented at tiBesedy M. S. Gorbacheva s R. Reiganomv Reik’yavike
Smrkovsky both point to Shelest. CWIHP-IVI-TsKhSD conference in Moscow, 12-1511-12 oktyabrya 1986 g.).” See “Pervaya beseda
100. The disjuncture of the transcript suggests that thisnuary 1993. (pervonachal’no naedine) — utrom 11 oktyabrya 1986
latter scenario is what transpired, but the renumberinp6. Shevardnadze supported this general propositign,” Mirovaya ekonomika i mezhdunarodnye
of the pages prevents any conclusive determination.in an interview at Brown University, 25 May 1991. otnosheniygMoscow) 4 (April 1993), 79-90; “Vtoraya
101. See Mark Kramer, “Remembering the Cubat07. See Gaiduk, “V’etnamskaya voina i sovetskobeseda (dnem 11 oktyabrya 1986 gMirovaya
Missile Crisis: Should We Swallow Oral History?” amerikanskie otnosheniya.” | do not entirely agreeskonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosheniga(May
International Securityl5:1 (Summer 1990), 212-18, however, with the emphasis Gaiduk places on th#993), 81-90; “Tret'yaya beseda (utrom 12 oktyabrya
with a response by Bruce Allyn, James G. Blight, an&oreign Ministry’s role in particular. In relations with 1986 g.),” Mirovaya ekonomika i mezhdunarodnye
David A. Welch. See further comments about these Communist country like North Vietnam, the keyotnosheniya7 (July 1993), 88-104, and “Chetvertaya
shortcomings in Mark Kramer, “New Sources on thdactor was party-to-party ties, which were superviseleseda (dnem 12 oktyabrya 1986 gMfrovaya
1968 Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia” (Part One}y the CPSU Central Committee department respoekonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosher@y@ugust
Cold War International History Project BulletinfBall ~ sible for intra-bloc affairs. Foreign Ministry inputs, in 1993), 68-78.

1992), 8, 11. most cases, probably came via the Central Committdd4. | use this metaphor here because it came up
102. McCarthy's remark came during an interview witrdepartment rather than directly to the Politburo. repeatedly at the conference. Unfortunately, as several
Dick Cavettin early 1980. See Herbert Mitgang, “MissL08. A telling example of this phenomenon arose witspeakers discovered, there is no good translation of the
Hellman Suing a Critic for 2.25 Million,New York a lengthy report transmitted by the Soviet ambassadoretaphor into Russian or other Slavic languages.
Times 16 February 1980, 12. During the Stalin erain Romania, A. V. Basov, in September 1968. Théa15. Zbigniew K. BrzezinskiThe Soviet Bloc: Unity
many Soviet leaders attained this level of mendacityeport, entitled “On Certain Problems in Soviet-Romaand Conflict rev. ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
and even more recently a few ex-officials in Moscow —nian Relations in Light of the Positions Adopted by théJniversity Press, 1967).

Andrei Gromyko and Valentin Falin, to name two —Leadership of the RCP vis-a-vis the Events in Czechd-16. Blair Worden, “Lyrical Historian,The New York
came reasonably close. slovakia,” analyzed Romania’s stance during th&eview of Bookd0:13 (15 July 1993), 12.

103. Even when numerous accounts are available, the&tzechoslovak crisis and offered numerous recommei7. The new study is Kathryn Weathersby, “Soviet
may be contradictions and discrepancies that cannot 8ations at the end for Soviet policy toward Romania. Aims in Korea and the Origins of the Korean War,
resolved. This is the case so far with the question ohe-page attachmentto the report, from G. Kiselev, tH945-1950: New Evidence from the Russian Archives,”
whether the Soviet Union would have invaded Polandeputy head of the CPSU Central Committee Depar€old War International History Project Working Paper
in December 1981 if the Polish president, Generahent for Ties with Communist and Workers’ Parties oNo. 8 (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Interna-
Woijciech Jaruzelski, had been unable or unwilling t&ocialist Countries, tersely remarked that “the majorityional Center for Scholars, November 1993).
impose martial law. For sharply divergentviews on thisf issues raised in the report and the concrete propossi&athersby’s nuanced presentation by no means dis-
matter from key participants in the crisis, see Wojciechf the embassy were already decided on in the CPSidunts the importance of the dog’'s own desire and
JaruzelskiStan wojenny — dlacze@&arsaw: BGW, Central Committee” nearly a week before the repombility to wag its tail, but she gives greater emphasis to
1992); Wojciech Jaruzelskies chaines et le refuge was submitted. Kiselev noted that “the position of théhe tail’s initiative.

(Paris: Lattes, 1992); Stanislaw KanzZatrzymac embassy does not diverge from the CPSU CC'’s deci18. See, e.g., the two-part interview with Korotkov in
konfrontacje(Wroclaw: BGW, 1991); the interview sions,” and he backed up his point by listing each of théonhap(Seoul), 22 and 23 June 1993, reproduced in
with Ryszard Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widzianarecommendations in the report and correlating it with).S. Foreign Broadcast Information Servi€entral

od srodka,Kultura (Paris), 4/475 (April 1987), 3-57; an earlier decision by the Politburo. For the report anBurasia: Daily ReportFBIS-SOV-93-118 and FBIS-
Mieczylaw RakowskiJak to sie stal@Warsaw: BGW, Kiselev's memorandum (described as “Supplement t8OV-93-119, 22 and 23 June 1993, 11-12, 14, respec-
1991); A. I. Gribkov, “Doktrina Brezhneva’ i pol'skii DocumentNo.27116"), see “TsK KPSS: O nekotoryktively; and “Secrets of the Korean War: Forty Years
krizis nachala 80-kh godov,Yoenno-istoricheskii problemakh sovetsko-rumynskikh otnoshenii v sveteater, Evidence Points to Stalin’s Deep Involvement,”
zhurnal (Moscow) 9 (September 1992), 46-57; andozitsii, zanyatoi rukovodstvom RKP v svyazi sU.S. News & World Repor® August 1993, 45-47.
Vitalii Pavlov, Wspomnienia rezydenta KGB w Polscesobytiyami v Chekhoslovakii,” Report No. 686 (TOPKorotkov has prepared a book-length manuscript on the
(Warsaw: BGW, 1993). The only way the matter willSECRET) to the CPSU CC Politburo, 23 Septembeopic entitled “Poslednyaya voina Generalissimo” (“The
be resolved — if it ever will be — is through the releasd968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D.339, LI. 106-121. Generalissimo’s Final War”).

of more documents from the Presidential Archivel09. See CariWhat Is History?6-19, esp. 18-19.
Some extremely valuable documents have already be&h0. The potential for problems is adumbrated in the

declassified (as cited in note libira), but these donot Russian government’s Decree No. 838 (“O realizatsMARK KRAMER is a research fellow and deputy direc-
conclusively settle the matter. In other cases whegosudarstvennoi politiki v arkhivnom dele”), which tor of European security studies at Brown University’s
first-hand accounts conflict, there may be little or nandicates that plans are underway to “publish historicalenter for Foreign Policy Development and a fellow of
chance of ever getting documentation that could clarifyources and scholarly-informational literature duringdarvard University’s Russian Research Center.
things. To cite one of countless examples, it has lortge period from 1994 to 2000, taking account of pro-

been thought that at a meeting in December 196pective directions in which the country’s historical

betweenthe CPSU General Secretary, Leonid Brezhnesgholarship might develop, the growth of national and

and top Czechoslovak Communist Party (KSC) offihistorical consciousness of Russians$siyari], and

cials, Brezhnev declarecEto vashe delo(“This is  the spiritual renewal of Russia. The aim of these

your own affair”) when he was asked to intervene in thpublications will be to show Russia’s role and place in

KSC's leadership dispute. Brezhnev certainly saithe history of world civilization and world culture and

things to that effect, but whether he actually uttered this influence on world society.”

phrase is unclear. Alexander Dubcek, who was presehtl. “Scisle tajne: KPZR o Polsce 1980-8GAzeta

at the meeting, later was unsure whether Brezhnev hagborcza(Warsaw), 12-13 December 1992, 10-11;

used the expression. Other prominent ex-KSC offiand “Dokumenty Komisji Suslowa,Rzeczpospolita

cials, such as Josef Smrkovsky and Jiri Pelikan, di¢varsaw), 26 August 1993, 19-20. See also the invalu-

believe Brezhnev had used the three words, but neithable collection of transcripts of Polish Politburo meet-
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10. John E. Mulligan, “’62 Crisis Could Have Been al8. “Anadyr,” Soviet General Staff Archives, File 6,34. See, e.g., Thomas Wolfggviet Strategy at the
‘Disaster,”Providence Journal2 January 1992, A-4. Volume 2, p. 144; cited by Blight and Allyn in their Crossroads(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
See also Martin Tolchin, “U.S. Underestimated Sovieetter to the editoiNew York Time2 November 1992, Press, 1965), esp. ch. 10.

Force in Cuba During '62 Missile CrisisiNew York A-20. 35. “Karibskiikrizis: Vzglyad skremlya,”112. Among
Times 15 January 1992, A-11; and Don Oberdorfer19. See the interview with Gribkov and the precedinthe recently declassified documents bearing out this
“Cuban Missile Crisis More Volatile Than Thought,” remarks in Lieut.-Colonel Anatolii Dokuchaev, “100-view, see “Iz telegrammy iz Gavany o besedakh A. I.

Washington Postl4 January 1992, A-1, A-16. dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,Krasnaya zvezd#® Novem- Mikoyanas F. Kastro,” 20 November 1962, reproduced
11. For Garthoff's cautious assessment, see his “Tler 1992, 2. in “Dialog v Gavane. Karibskii krizis: Dokumenty,”
Havana Conference on the Cuban Missile CrigieJd  20. Ibid. (emphasis added) Mezhdunarodnaya zhizd’ (January 1993), 149.

War International History Project Bulletid (Spring 21. “Karibskii krizis” (Part 3), 35. See also “Karibskii 36. Dokuchaev, “100-dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,” 2 (em-
1992), 2-4. Newhouse’s account was published in “Arizis” (Part 4), 5. phasis added).

Reporter at Large: Socialism or Deatfifie New 22. Dokuchaev, “100-dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,” p. 2. 37. For a survey of items released at the Central
Yorker, 27 April 1992, 52 ff., esp. 69-71. 23. Ibid. Committee archive-the Center for the Storage of Con-

12. Kim A. McDonald, “Cuba Said to Have Nuclear24. The full document was published in Lieut.-Colonetemporary Documentation-and a brief list of far more
Warheads During 1962 CrisisChronicle of Higher Anatolii Dokuchaev, “Operatsiya‘AnadyrKrasnaya valuableitems that are still unavailable, see the paper by
Education38:21 (29 January 1992), A-9. zvezda 21 October 1992, 3. The original text withA. M. Petrovand V. V. Poznyakov, “Kubinskii raketnyi
13. Tad Szulc, “Cuba’62: A Brush with Armageddon,”handwritten notations is reproduced alongside an intekrizis v dokumentakh TsKhSD,” January 1993, pre-
Washington Post Book WorleR2:46 (15 November view with General Dmitrii Volkogonov in “Operatsiya sented at the Cold War International History Project
1992), 10. ‘Anadyr’,” Trud (Moscow), 27 October 1992, 3. conference in Moscow, 12-15 January 1993. Among
14. "The Missiles of October,” ABC News Specialps. Dokuchaev, “100-dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,” 2 (em-the holdings of the Central Committee archive pertain-
Report, 16 October 1992, typescript, 38. This progrannasis added). The same wording is reported by GribkdRd to the crisis are dozens of files in Fond 5, Opisy 30,
which gave pride of place to the tactical nuclear weagn “Karibskii krizis” (Part 3), 35. 33, 35, 36, 47, 50, and 55; and Fond 4, Opis 14. Files
ons issue, was remarkable for how carelessly it di$g, cCited in Anatolii Dokuchaev, “Voina ozhidalas’ s in the Foreign Ministry archive are concentrated in
cussed Soviet policy. To cite butone example»Je”ningéssvetom,’Krasnaya zvezdd3 May 1993, 2. This Fond 104, Opisy 12 and 17. These holdings, unfortu-
asserted early in the broadcast that until 1962 the Sovigticle presents two intriguing accounts of, and newately, shed no light at all on the main questions
Union had “never before moved missiles capable of,chival materials on, the downing of the U.S. y-Siscussed here.

delivering nuclear warheads outside its own bordergaconnaissance plane on 27 October. The local defT
(15). In fact, the Soviet Uniqn had shipped nuclearsjon to shoot down the aircraft clearly seems to hadARKKRAMER isargsearch fellow and deppty di'rec-
capable Frog and Scud missiles to the East Europeglceeded what the rules of engagement at the time {86 0f European security studies at Brown University's
members of the Warsaw Pact before 1962. laid out in Malinovskii's cable) permitted, and thisCenter for F_oreign Policy Development and a fellow of
15. George Ball, “Present After the CreatioNEW  f5ctor undoubtedly contributed to Khrushchev’s deterHarvard University's Russian Research Center.

York Review of Bookz9:24 (17 December 1992), 11. mination to bring the crisis to an end before events sput
16. See, e.g., Stephen M. Meygoyiet Theatre Nuclear ot of control. But that in no way implies that the
Forces, Partll: Capabilities and Implicatiop&delphi  proscription on the use of nuclear weapons could hBVBimited number of fellowships to junior scholars fr
Paper 188 (London: International Institute for Strategigeen evaded in the same manner. It was precise VA% former Communist bloc to conduct from thrke
Studies, Winter 1983/4), 30-31. ensure that such evasion conlat occur that a host of months to one year of archival research in the Unfted
17. U.S. intelligence analysts discovered as early as @¥eriapping procedural safeguards were in place f®tates on topics related to the history of the Cold War
October 1962 that Frog delivery vehicles were presegclear weapons. No such procedures would have SRBcipients are based at the Institute for Europg an
in Cuba, but the presence of nuclear warheads for theasiple or desirable for non-nuclear armaments, wighissjan. and Eurasian Studies at George Washinlton
missiles was never confirmed. See "Supplement 7 #xplains why an unauthorized use of air defenses Wafiversity in Washington, D.C Applicgants shougd
Joint Evaluation of_ Sowe.t I\/_Ilssﬂe Threat in _Cuba:" ossible (though even in this limited case, B§,pmita CV. a statement (’)f p.robosed research. a Iktter
prepared by the Guided Missile and Astronautics Intehokchaev's article makes clear, the employment Qi nomination, and three letters of recommendatipn:
ligence Committee, the Joint Atomic Energy Intelli-the weapons was extremely difficult to carry oy )writing sample’s (particularly in English) are welcomdd ’
gence Committee, and the National Photographic Intef 5. although the downing of the U-2 highlighted the,o.qh not required. Applicants should have a work n,
pretation Center, 27 October 1962, 2; reproduced Hotential dangers of the Cuban missile crisis, there i r%1‘E)ilit§]/ in Engl(i]sh P.refgrrz)ance will be given to scholg rsg
U.S. Central Intelligence AgencgIA Documents on pasis for arguing that the incident revealed anyth NGho have not breviously had an opportunity toc:io
the Cuban Missile Crisis 1968pringfield, VA: Na-  apout the durability of the Soviet nuclear commangasearch in the United States
tional Technical Information Service, Oc_:tober 1992)gtrycture during the crisis. On the contrary, all the For the 1993-94. academic year, CWIHP awarded
325. Arecent book based on retrospective analysesgfigence cited below suggests that the nuclear CPPlowships tolskra Baeva, Universit;} of Sofial(nine
U.S. aerial reconnaissance — Dino A. Brugi@ye- mand structure proved just as effective in October 1 ’%onths)'ﬁaszlo Borhi, Institute of History, Budapes
ball to Eyeball: The Inside Story of the Cuban Missilgs gne would have hoped. o mo‘nths)' Ren 5onglai st U’niversity
Crisis(New York: Random House, 1991), esp. 538-487  pokuchaev, “100-dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,” 2. People’s Rep;ublic of China (four monthg;ndrei.
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[Ed. note: The previous issue of the CWIHP
Bulletin (Fall 1992, pp. 1, 13-19) contained
an English translation of a report (“Mili-
tary Planning of the Warsaw Pact: A Study”)
issued by the Defense Ministry of the Fed-
eral Republic of German analyzing materi-
als of the East German New People’s Army
which fell into West German hands after the
collapse of the German Democratic Repuls.
licin 1989-90. Below is a response to that
report by a prominent (West) German
scholar, Dr. Gerhard Wettig of the
Bundesinstitut fuer ostwissenschatftliche und
internationale Studien in Cologne. For a
recent detailed analysis of GDR military
documents pertaining to Warsaw Pact.
nuclear operations, readers are also re-
ferred to the report of Lt. Col. Harald
Nielsen,The East German Armed Forces in
Warsaw Pact Nuclear Operations

(Ebenhausen, Germany: Wissenschaft und able (which included, inter alia, confiden,

Politik (SWP), Forschungsinstitut fuer

Internationale Politik und Sicherheit, July

1993); the report by Nielsen, an SWP con-
sultant, was prepared and translated into
English for the Sandia National Laborato-

ries (Livermore, CA 94551-0960 and Albu-
querque, NM 87185) through a contract
with Orion Research.]

WARSAW PACT PLANNING
IN CENTRAL EUROPE: THE
CURRENT STAGE OF RESEARCH

by Gerhard Wettig

Issue 2 of the Cold War International
History ProjecBulletincontained a transla-
tion of the German Defense Ministry report
on the above topic. What was missing,
however, was a more detailed explanation
of what was precisely underlying the reports.
As an analyst who has been working in the
field before the report came out, | feel that
the following context is worth noting:

1. The report is official in character only
in the sense that the German Defense
Ministry has transmitted it to the public.

The message it transmits reflects essen-

tially the perceptions of the military of-
ficer who wrote the report.

The West German Bundeswehr did not
get hold of NVA [New People’s Army]
documents that revealed Warsaw Pact
military strategy directly. All such mate-

rials had been removed before th€onsequently,research onthe role of nuc

Bundeswehr entered the NVA premisesveapons in Warsaw Pact offensive strategy
As aresult, the West Germans found evimust continue. Both the German Defense
dence but only on how the East GermaNlinistry material and documents originat-
military were instructed to perform iningfromformer Warsaw Pact countries other
military exercises, maneuvers, etc. Thithan the GDR need further analysis on this
kind of material provides merely circum-question.
stantial evidence, i.e., it is a basis but for
indirect inferences.

The German Defense Ministry report  seerhe Voroshilov Lectures. Materials from the
therefore, must be understood as contaiBoviet General Staff Academy. Issues of Soviet Military
ing inferences drawn by the author. It iStrategyedit by Graham Hall Turbiville, Jr., compiled
conceivable that other analysts who sa@ly Ghulam Dastagir Wardak, intro. by Raymond L.

. arthoff (Washington, D.C.: National Defense Uni-
and evaluated the underlylng source bas\9§rsity Press, vol. I: June 1989; vol. II: December

might have drawn different inferences on99o). Anumberof U.S. analysts were able to use these
some points_ source materials (which represent the version of Soviet

jlitary strategy lectured to non-Warsaw Pact atten-
.If. one compare; the German De.fenéd%ntsrgf the ngoshilov General Staff Academy) many
Ministry report with Western, particu- years prior to publication. In the meantime, the previ-
larly U.S., analyses of Warsaw Pact miliously confidential Soviet General Staffjourdabnnaya
tary strategy published before 1989/90 omys!’ has also become available to research and offers

he basis of the source material then avajff/uablé insight
the basis of the source material then ava . See Michael McGwirdilitary Objectives in Soviet

i X reign Policy(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institu-
tial documents such as Soviet Generabn, 1986), 28-29, 379-405.

Staff Academy |ecturé)5 a fundamental 3. See Phillilp ,?-\f Petersen and Johln G. Hines, “The
; ; onventional Offensive in Soviet Military Strategy,”
e g e e M3 273 (-l 1959, 69-135 o s, Pl
A. Petersen, and Notra Trulock I, “Soviet Military
Warsaw Pact’'s plans for an immediaten ba9s T
and rapid military offensive against the
European defenses of NATO had envis-
aged early first use of nuclear weaponry
under any conditions, preceding Western
analyses had concluded that, at some date
in the late 1960Fsor early 1970% the
Soviet military leadership decided in f3-
vor of a non-nuclear blitzkrieg provid
that the Western enemy refrained fr
using nuclear weapons. The reason
this change of mind was seenin the Soyi
military’s growing awareness that use
nuclear weaponry would slow down rat
than speed up Warsaw Pact military
vances to the shores of the North Atlan
The kind of indirect evidence underlyi
the German Defense Ministry report
pears insufficient to make mandatory
author’s inference that, in the event
East-West war, the Warsaw Pact ha
definite intention to use nuclear weap
first even if the Western side were
pected to abstain from their use. T
demonstrable fact that military prepa
tions were made to initiate nuclear fi
use in case that this contingency wo
impose itself, does not necessarily im
that nuclear first use was the prefer
course of military action.
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questions, prepares the agenda and materials fiyris undesirable, which is often not possible tmational Center for Scholars; translation by Loren
consideration by the National Security Councichieve when acting through the State Departytkin; document provided by Mark Kramer.
under the chairmanship of the President (thiment. It goes without saying that we will as
organ under Nixon began to work regularlyalways have to handle routine and official mat- *ok ok ok ko
meeting no more rarely than once or twice gers, especially those where it is necessary to fix
week). As recognized by Nixon himself, at myour position, through ordinary diplomatic chan{The report was found attached to the following
last meeting with him, Kissinger every weeknels. Secretary of State Rogers has noticealtpver memorandum:]
“pesters” him (that is, meets with him) signifi-begun to gather strength and operate more ac-
cantly more often than any other aide. tively in the area of American foreign policy, Return within 3 days Proletariat of the world
Judging by my personal observations antbaning on the wide apparat of the State Depatb the CC CPSS unite!
compared with, for example, the relation of Presiment and Foreign Service. And all the same, itis
dent Johnson with his aide [Walt] Rostow, | camecessary to take into account that Kissinger’s
say that Kissinger conducts himself much morifluence on the formulation of Nixon'’s foreign
freely than his predecessors in the presence of thelicy course, judging by all our observations
President: one feels the certain confidence ofand information in our possession, for now re-
man who has won for himself a solid position amains commanding.
the White House (at the State Department they
say directly that if “Henry"—Kissinger’s first A. DOBRYNIN
name—speaks against that or some other pro-
posal, then Nixon will most probably rejectit). (Source: SCCD, F. 5, Op. 61, D. 558, LI. 92-
Kissinger himself, though he is a smart and 105.)
erudite person, is at the same time extremely vain
and in conversations with me, especially during a

private lunch (we have established a pretty good Document Six:
personal relationship), not averse to boasting Soviet Policy in Afghanistan, 1979:
about his influence. During our last conversation A Grim Assessment

he, for example, without any excessive humility,
announced that in all of Washington “only two The following CPSU Central Committee
people can answer precisely atany given momedocument, dated 1 April 1979 and signed by
about the position of the USA on this or thaforeign Minister Andrei Gromyko, Defense Min-
question: these are President Nixon and héster Dmitrii Ustinov, KGB chief Yurii Andropov,
Kissinger.” Regarding this he suggested to mand CC International Department head Boris
that if it is necessary to precisely define somé?onomarev, provides a strikingly candid assess-
thing really important “for the correct under-ment ofthe deteriorating situation in Afghanistan
standing in Moscow of Nixon’s policy on athat the Soviet Politburo confronted in spring
concrete question,” | should quietly appeal di1979. The report attributes the increasing suc-
rectly to him. cess of the Islamic opposition (i.e., the Afghan
| should say that he himself readily wel-Mujaheddir) to the “miscalculations and mis-
comes the Soviet Ambassador or visits us in thakes” of the PDPA (People’s Democratic Party
Embassy for a private conversation immediatelgf Afghanistan) regime that seized power follow-
following a request from our side. He himseling the April 1978 “revolution.” The PDPA’s
often takes the initiative to arrange such meetiraconian social measures and “unjustified re-
ings. Evidently, he also cites all this as a confipression” are cited as key factors responsible for
dential channel of communication with the Sothe alienation of the army (“which still remains
viet side in order to strengthen his own personéhe main basis for the regime”) and the general
position with Nixon. In this connection | shouldpopulace. The document reveals that the Soviet
mention that Kissinger holds under his own pedeadership has earlier rebuffed a PDPA request
sonal control all communication of members ofor direct military support in response to fighting
his staff with our Embassy personnel, and sternin the provincial city of Herat and correctly
requires that all such conversations are report@dedicts “the serious political consequences which
directly to him, and if he considers it necessaryyould have followed if the Soviet side had granted
that he himself report to the President. Mogheir request....”
recently, his tendency to limitthe number of such ~ Nevertheless, despite these cautionary
communications and subsume them all into theords, seven months later the Soviet Govern-
flow of his personal contacts with the Soviements did approve direct military intervention in
Ambassador has been noticeable. Afghanistan to enforce the continuation of com-
Evidently, it would be expedient over timemunist rule in Kabul. (For a detailed analysis of
to more and more actively develop and use thgoviet policy in Afghanistan in 1978-79, using
channel with Kissinger in order to influence andhewly available CPSU CC materials, see the
through him drive home directly to Presidenforthcoming article by Odd Arne Westad of the
Nixon our points of view on various importantNorwegian Nobel Institute in the February 1994
guestions, especially in situations where a certaissue ofnternational History Review Introduc-
delicacy is called for or where any sort of publiction by Robert S. Litwak, Woodrow Wilson Inter-










































