NEw EVIDENCE ON THE

POLISH CRISIS 1993). Jaruzelski, Kania, Kiszczak, andbtephen Engelberg, “Jaruzelski, Defending

continued from page 1 Rakowski were all top officials in Poland inRecord, Says His Rule Saved Polarithe
1980-81 crisis, though from a quite differ-1980-81; Gribkov was the chief of staff ofNew York Times20 May 1992, A-9; and
ent angle, will be included in my Workingthe Warsaw Pact; and Pavlov was the KGBohn Darnton, “Jaruzelski Is Now Sorry He
Paper on “The Soviet Union, Jaruzelski, angtation chief in Warsaw. Gribkov's andOrdered Martial Law,The New York Times
the Polish Crisis, 1980-1981,” which ispavlov’s accounts make an intriguing cond March 1993, A-12. For two key interviews
scheduled to be issued by the Cold Warast with the views offered by Jaruzelskiwith Mikhail Gorbachev, who was a full
International History Project later this yearkania, et al, as will be discussed below. member of the CPSU Politburo in 1980-81,
Appendices to the Working Paper will fea- A plethora of shorter first-hand accountsee “Gorbaczow o stanie wojennym w
ture many other documents | have translateghd interviews with key participants havePolsce: General Jaruzelski postapil
from the Russian, Polish, Czech, and Gegppeared as well. For a sample of the counrawidlowo, Trybuna'Warsaw), 9 Novem-
man archives. Soon thereafter, | will beess interviews with and commentaries byper 1992, 2; and “Wywiad z Michailem
putting together a book-length study angeneral Jaruzelski, sBwvoe viemyéMos- Gorbaczowem: ‘Jestem inny, niz probuja
collection of new materials pertaining to the:ow) 38 (September 1991), 26-30; “Jaruzelskhnie przedstawic’,Rzeczpospolit®23 Oc-

Polish crisis. obrazony: Wyrok w mojej sprawie juztober1992,9. Shorterinterviews with Vitalii
_ zapadl—napisal general w liscie ddPavlov, whose memoirs are cited above,
Overview of New Sources przewodniczacego komisji, posla Rzepki,include “Dostep do wszystkiegdPolityka

Since 1989, a huge quantity of docuzycie WarszawgWarsaw), 13 January 1993,(Warsaw), 8 (20 February 1993), 15; “Byly
ments and memoirs aboutthe Soviet Union’s; “Katastrofa byla nieuchronnaGazeta rezydent KGB w Warszawie: ZSRR nie
role inthe 1980-81 crisis have become avaivyborcza(Warsaw), 3 December 1992, 13ghcial interwencji,Rzeczpospolitd 0 Feb-
able. An invaluable account, which ap*Rozmawiac bez nienawisci: Wywiadruary 1993, 7; and Leon Bojko, “A wejsc nie
peared even before the Communist regimgenerala Wojciecha Jaruzelskiego z Adamenhcieli?” Gazeta wyborczalO February
in Warsaw had collapsed, is the interviewichnikem,” Gazeta wyborcza25-26 April 1993, 6.
with the former Polish colonel Ryszard1992, 8-11; “Oswiadczenia i przeskody Most of the top Polish officials from
Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widziana odformalne: Rozliczanie stanu wojennego,1980-1981, including Jaruzelski and
srodka, Kultura (Paris) 4/475 (April 1987), RzeczpospolitaWarsaw), 25 November Kiszczak, have given testimony before the
pp. 3-57. Kuklinski was one of five senior1992, 2: “Ironiczny prymas historiiPrawo  Commission on Constitutional Oversight of
officers on the Polish General Staff wha zycie(Warsaw), 49 (December 1992), 11the Polish Sejm (Parliament). The hearings
were responsible for drawing up plans fo

martial law in 1980-81. During that time hq DECLASSIFIED SOVIET
was also a spy for the U.S. Central Intellif  55cUMENTS ON THE POLISH In regard to the situation in the Polish People’s

gence Agency, and _he was able to provide CRISIS Republic.
the United States with unparalleled access
to all the military secrets of the Warsaw Pagt 1. To endorse Comrade L. I. Brezhnev's
until November 1981, when he was forcefl Tran;la;::rsr&?aiqgftated information about the situation unfolding in the
to flee. He now lives under an assumed d Polish People’s Republic.
name in the United States. Otherindispens- ~psy cc Politburo Decision Settin . . -

. . ) g Up 2. To establish a CC Politburo Commission
able memoirs and first-hand accounts ir- suslov Commission, 25 August 1980 composed of:
clude Wojciech Jaruzelskbtan wojenny _ Comrades M. A. Suslov (chairman), A. A.
dIaczegQ\_Narsaw: _BGW, 1992); WOJCI_eCh Proletarians of all countries, unite! Gromyko, Yu. V. Andropov, D. F. Ustinov, K. U.
Jaruzelskiles chaines et le refugParis: . . . Chernenko, M. V. Zimyanin, I. V. Arkhipov, L.
Lattes, 1992); Stanislaw Kaniatrzymac | Communist Party of the Soviet Union M. Zamyatin, O. B. Rakhmanin.
konfrontacjgWroclaw: BGW, 1991)5en- CENTRAL COMMITTEE
eral Kiszczak mowie . . .: Prawie wszystkp To instruct the Commission to pay close

TOP SECRET  attention to the situation unfolding in the PPR and

Warsaw: BGW, 1991): Mieczylaw to keep the Politburo systematically informed
( 991) eczy'a No. P210/P about the state of affairs in the PPR and about

RakowskiJak to sie stal¢Warsaw: BGW, possible measures on our part. Suggestions in the
1991); the first interview with Rakowsl.d in To:  Comrades Brezhnev, Kosygin.event of necessity are to be brought before the
Zanim stane przed Truybunalem: 2 Andropov, Gromyko, Kirilenko, Suslov, cpsu cc Politburo.
Mieczyslawem Rakowskim rozmawig Tikhonov, Ustinov, Zimyanin, Rusakov,
Dariusz Szymczych@WNarsaw: BGW, Arkhipov, Kornienko, Zamyatin, Rakhmanin.
1992); Army-General A. |. Gribkov, S e el Ne 2D i (fZPSU CC POLITBURO
“Doktri . raleii lerig xtract from Protocol No. of the session o
oktrina Brezhneva' i pol'skii krizis |/ 'o5y' o poitburo
nachala 80-kh godowoenno-istoricheskii on 25 August 1980
zhurnal(Moscow) 9 (September 1992), 46
57; and Vitalii Pavlov,Wspomnienia
rezydenta KGB w Pols¢&/arsaw: BGW,

.. »ed. by Witold Beres and Jerzy Skoczyla
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CPSU CC Politburo Report “On Theses for
the discussion with representatives of the




PoLisH Crisis, 1980-81

began in September 1992, and six sessiofigainy ‘temnoi komnaty’,” Moskovskie Politycznego: PZPR a“Solidarnosc,” 1980-
were convened in 1992 and the first half ofiovostil4 (5 April 1992), 17; and “Vladislav 1981 (London: Aneks, 1992). Yet another
1993. The transcripts of these initial hearAchalov: Takoe vpechatlenie, chto niktdnvaluable source is a multi-volume collec-
ings were published, along with supportingnikogda nikogo nichemu ne uchi§egodnya tion of documents culled from the former
documentation, irsad nad autorami stanu (Moscow), 7 February 1995, 7. ReferenceSast German Communist party and Stasi
wojennego przed Komisja Odpowiedto otheritems of this sort can be found in mgirchives, which is being put out by a team
zialnosci KonstytucyjndWarsaw: BGW, forthcoming CWIHP Working Paper. led by Manfred Wilke at the Free University
1993), Vol. 1. Oskarzenia wyjasnienia Of the vast number of Soviet and Easbf Berlin under the titlSED-Politburo und
obrona Additional volumes cover the sub-European documents that have been releaspdinische Krise 1980/1982The first vol-
sequent hearings, which for the most pamcluding many transcripts of CPSU Politume,Band 1: 1980Working Paper No. 3
went over similar ground. Especially valuburo meetings during the crisis, only a relaBerlin:  Forschungsverbund SED-Staat,
able are the documents collected and révely small number have been published]993) covers events through the end of 1980.
leased by the Commission. but these have been of great importancAnother extremely useful volumBje SED
Important interviews with, and articlesTwo of the most valuable sets of documentsontra Polen: Die Planung der SED-
by, high-ranking Soviet and East Europeaimcluding selected transcripts of CPSU Pd-uhrung zur Vorbereitunginer Invasion in
military officers who were involved in the litburo meetings, top-secret communicationBolen 1980/81was published by Akademie
preparations for an invasion of Poland inbetween Brezhnev and Jaruzelski, intern&lerlag for the same research institute in
clude “Juz siedzielismy w czolgach: ZCPSU CC documents, and otheritems, wef®94. Valuable citations from Bulgarian
generalem majorem Stanislawem Prochazkaublished in Polish in 1992 and 1993documents can be found in “Eventualna
rozmawia Leszek MazanPolityka37 (15 “Dokumenty ‘Komisji Suslowa’,” interventsiya sreshchu Polsha e mozhela da
September 1990), 13; “Generalmajor SRzeczpospolita26 August 1993, 1, 19-20; stane ‘vtori kurvav Afganistan’,’Duma
Prochazka z vojenske obrody rika: ‘Meliand “Scisle tajne: KPZR o Polsce 1980-81,(Sofia), 20 November 1990, 3.
jsme okupovat Polsko’Zemedelske noviny Gazeta wyborczal2-13 December 1992, Unpublished Soviet and East European
(Prague), 16 August 1990, 1; “Misjal0-111 Another source of comparable sigdocuments pertaining to the 1980-81 crisis
skonczona: Wywiad z generalem Wiktorenmificance is the 660-page collection of tranvastly outnumber the ones that have been
Dubyninem, dowodca wojsk bylego ZSRRscripts of all the relevant Polish Politburqoublished. In Warsaw, some of the most
w Polsce,"Gazeta wyborczal4-15 March meetings during the crisis: Zbigniewvaluable unpublished materials are readily
1992, 8-9; Maj.-General Vladimir Dudnik, Wlodek, ed.,Tajne dokumenty Biura available in the main Archive of Modern
Records Archiwum Akt Nowydh which

Polish leadership,” 3 September 1980 To endorse the theses for the discussipn contains both Party and governmental docu-
with representatives of the Polish leaderstip ments. Many other items, however, are still
To be returned within 3 days to the CPSU CC (see attached). in the possession of the Commission to In-
(General Department, 1st sector) vestigate Documents Pertaining to Martial
Proletarians of all countries, unite! Law (Komisja resortowej badajacej
CC SECRETARY dokumentacje zwiazana ze stanem
wojennyn). Unfortunately, almost all the
Regarding point 38 of Prot. No. 213 files of the .Polis_h .Defense Ministry and
TOP SECRET Internal Affairs Ministry from 1980-81 are
still sealed off. In Moscow, many vital
SPECIAL DOSSIER To be transmitted by the KGB in encrypted unpublished items, including numerous
EYES ONLY form to the designated point. CPSU Politburo transcripts that were not
published in either of the two Polish-lan-
1. To give a precise evaluation of and gyage collections cited above, are available
No. P/213/38 take a clear position on the agreement with the ;, Fond 89 at the Center for Storage of

so-called “United Strike Committees” (ZKS .
; - D mentationl gentr
To: Comrades Brezhnev, Andropov,n Gdansk and Szczecin. Contemporary ocu g tatiorT ¢e t..
Khraneniya Sovremennoi Dokumentatsii

Gromyko, Rakhmanin ]

The agreement concluded by the PAR T'sKhSD). Many of .these transcripts are
Extract from Protocol No. 213 of the session ofovernment, and endorsed by the plenum|of Cited below. Other items at TsKhSD, in
the CPSU CC Politburo the PZPR CC, exacts a high political arld Fond5,Opis’ 84, as well as at the Presiden-
on 3 September 1980 economic price forthe “regulation”itachieves. tial Archive (Arkhiv Prezidenta Rossiiskoi
We, of course, understand the circumstanges Federatsij or APRF), the foreign intelli-
in which you had to make this onerous de¢i- gence archive, and the military archives, are

sion. The agreement, in essence, signifies the o\ off-limits. The documents in the Presi-
On theses for the discussion with representativéegalization of the anti-socialist oppositior]. dential Archive, foreign intelligence archive

of the Polish leadership. An organization has emerged that aims [t . .
and military archives have never been acces-

spread its political influence through the enti . . i
: g g sible to the public, but at TsKhSD I did have
an opportunity to pore through many items

Communist Party of the Soviet Union
CENTRAL COMMITTEE

® o

continued on page 129
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in Fond5, Opis’ 84 in late 1992 and earlyrelevant archives were opened, major diffetthe turmoil was having on Polish foreign
1993. (Unfortunately, that access wasences of interpretation would persist. Nevepolicy and Poland’s role in the Warsaw Pact.
abruptly terminated in April 1993 for rea-theless, it is clear that the profusion of docuBrezhnev and his colleagues repeatedly con-
sons discussed in my article on archivahents and memoirs since 1989 has shed f@emned Solidarity for allegedly “inflaming
research in CWIHMBuUlletin No. 3.) Al- greaterlightonthe Polish crisis than one evenalevolent nationalist passions” and spur-
though I was not able to receive photocopieould have hoped for just five to six yearsing a “dangerous rise in anti-Sovietism in

of materials fronfrond5,0pis 84 (because ago. Poland.® A report prepared for the CPSU
of a bureaucratic glitch), | translated verba- Politburo in mid-1981 by the Soviet ambas-
tim or took extensive notes on all items | sador in Warsaw, Boris Aristov, warned that
consulted. The Crisis and the Soviet Response the “powerful streams of anti-Soviet rheto-

In Germany, the most important docu- ric” in Poland and the “increasing efforts by
ments from the former East German Social- the West to subvert Polish socialism” would
ist Unity Party (SED) archives (tl8tiftung The Polish crisis started out modestlynevitably induce major changesin Poland’s

Archiv der Parteien und Massen-enough, as a wave of protests against highareign alignment§. Aristov acknowledged
organisationen der DDR im Bundesarchivmeat prices announced in July 1980; but that “the anti-socialist forces backing Soli-
Zentrales Parteiarchiger SED, the former soon posed graver complications for Sovietarity claim they do not want to change
GDR State Security Ministry (Stasi) ar-policy than any event had since the latPoland’s international obligations and alli-
chives Bundesbeauftragte fur diel1940s. The formation of Solidarity, an indeances,” but he insisted that such changes
Unterlagen des Staatssicherheitsdienstggndent and popularly-based trade union thatould be carried out nonetheless, albeit “sub-
der ehemaligen Deutschen Demokratischesoon rivaled the Communist party for politi-tly, without a frontal attack.” He empha-
Republik, Ministerium fur Staatssicherheital power and that represented the interedized that “the mood of anti-Sovietism is
Zentralarchiy, and the military archive in of the very same working class in whosgrowing, especially in the ranks of Solidar-
Potsdam WNiilitarisches Zwischenarchjy name the party had always purported to rulé@y,” and that the “hostile, anti-Soviet forces”
are being published in the series mentiongmbsed a fundamental challenge to Polandisoth inside and outside Solidarity “are argu-
above. In addition, a large number of un€ommunist system. Once the magnitude dfig that democratization in Poland is incom-
published documents are worth consultinthat challenge had become apparent to Spatible with membership in the Warsaw
at all three of these archives, especially theet officials, they reacted with unremittingPact.” Aristov’s prediction that the crisis in
firsttwo. Inthe Czech Republic, two majohostility toward Solidarity. Soviet leadersPoland would bring “fundamental changes
archives hold numerous documents relevantere equally dismayed by the growing poin Polish-Soviet relations” gained wider and
to the 1980-81 crisis: the Central Statbticalinfluence of Poland’s Catholic church,wider acceptance among Soviet leaders as
Archive (Statni ustredni archiy which which they regarded as “one of the modime wore on.
houses a vast collection of items left frondangerous forces in Polish society” and a Because of Poland’s locationinthe heart
the Central Committee of the Czechoslovafount of “anti-socialist” and “hostile” ele- of Europe, its communications and logisti-
Communist Party and from the Czechoslanents3 cal links with the Group of Soviet Forces in
vak government, and the Military Historical ~ As the crisis intensified and Solidarity’sGermany, its projected contributions to the
Archive (Vojensky historicky archjywwhich  strength continued to grow, Moscow’s con-“first strategic echelon” of the Warsaw Pact,
contains files from the Czechoslovak Gendemnations of the Polish trade union becanad its nhumerous storage sites for Soviet
eral Staff and Ministry of Defense. Themore strident, both publicly and in behindtactical nuclear warheads, the prospect of
Czech/Czechoslovak foreign ministrythe-scenes deliberations. The thrust of tHeaving a non-Communist government come
archive also contains some pertinent docisoviet criticisms was that Solidarity and théo power in Warsaw or of a drastic change in
ments, but access for now is more sporadichurch had joined ranks with “like-mindedPolish foreign policy generated alarm in
The materials in Berlin and Prague amplgounterrevolutionary forces” to wage “anMoscow. Soviet foreign minister Andrei
confirm that the top East German andpenly counterrevolutionary struggle for theGromyko spoke for all his colleagues when
Czechoslovak leaders in 1980-81—Gustaliquidation of socialism” in Polanfi.Soviet he declared at a CPSU Politburo meeting in
Husak and Erich Honecker—both hoped tofficials also accused Solidarity of attemptOctober 1980 that “we simply cannot and
bring a prompt and decisive end to the crisiag to “seize power from the PZPR” bymust not lose Poland” under any circum-
through external military intervention. fomenting “economic chaos” in the countrystance$. Although Nikita Khrushchev had
As even this brief review shows, theand by embarking on a wide range of othdreen willing in October 1956 to reach a
guantity and quality of new East-bloc sourceprovocative and counterrevolutionary acmodus vivendiwith the Polish leader
onthe 1980-81 crisis are remarkable. Highlfions.” The whole course of events, theyladyslaw Gomulka, the situation in 1980-
sensitive items are more readily available iwarned, was leading toward “the collapse @1 was totally different. Gomulka, despite
this case than for any of the earlier SovieRolish socialism and the headlong disinteall his heterodoxies, was a devoted Commu-
East European confrontations. Thisis not tgration of the PZPR,” an outcome that woulahist, and Khrushchev could be confident that
say, however, that the task of analyzing tHeave “Solidarity extremists in full control.” socialism in Poland and the Polish-Soviet
Polish crisis is easy. Many aspects of the Throughout the crisis, Soviet leadersfraternal relationship” would continue and
crisis are still obscure because of insuffiwere concerned not only about the internaven thrive under Gomulka’'s leadership.
cient documentation; and even if all thesituation in Poland, but also about the effecBrezhnev and his colleagues had no such
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assurances about Poland in 1980-81. “work stoppages and other negative inciPoland:

Moreover, quite apart from the situa-dents” had “substantially increased” since
tion in Poland itself, Soviet officials sus-August both in frequency and in size at Itis now absolutely clear that without a
pected—with good reason—that the crisiactories all around the Soviet Union, pre- vigorous struggle against the class en-
would have destabilizing repercussions isumably as a direct result of the Polish emy, itwill be impossible to save social-
other Warsaw Pact countries. Soon after tleventsl4 Similar reports continued flowing ism in Poland. The question is not
historic Gdansk accords were signed in Aunto Moscow throughout 1981. The impli- whether there will be a confrontation,
gust 1980, senior commentators in Moscowations of this spill-over from Poland seemed but who will start it, what means will be
began asserting that Solidarity’s “strategy odll the more dire after Solidarity publicly used to wage it, and who will gain the
permanent chaos” would inspire similar dedeclared its support in September 1981 for initiative. . . . The leaders of the anti-
velopments elsewhere that would “threateather “working people of Eastern Europe” socialist forces, who long ago emerged
not just Poland but the whole of peace anahd “all the nations of the Soviet Union” from underground into full public view
stability in Europe® Equally stern pro- who were seeking to establish their own and are now openly preparing to launch
nouncements emanated from the chief Ssmdependent trade unioA3.Thus, it comes  a decisive onslaught, are hoping to de-
vietideologist, Mikhail Suslov, who claimedas little surprise that long before martial law lay their final push until they have
that “any deviation from our revolutionarywas imposed on 13 December 1981, top achieved overwhelming preponderance.
teachings” in one socialist country “will Soviet officials were referring to the events ... This means that if you fail to take
entail ruinous consequences for the whoi@ Poland both publicly and privately as tough measures right away against the
socialist world.10 Much as Soviet and “counterrevolution and anarchy” that not counterrevolution, you willlose the only
hard-line East European leaders in 1968 hanhly “threatened the destruction of the opportunity you still havé?
feared thatthe Prague Spring would be “corcountry’s socialist order and alliance obliga-
tagious,” so now they believed thations,” but also posed “a direct threat to the  The extent of the Soviet Union’s deter-
Solidarity’s rise would set a crucial precesecurity of the USSR and its alliek.” mination to crush Solidarity via the imposi-
dent and spark “anti-socialist” ferment else- By stirring Soviet anxieties about thetion of martial law is clearly evident from the
where, most notably in the Soviet Uniorpotential loss of a key member of the Wamewly released transcripts of nearly two
itself. In response, officials in Moscow andsaw Pact and about the spread of politicalozen CPSU Politburo meetings in 1980-
most of the other Warsaw Pact capitalgistability throughout Eastern Europe, th&1. At those sessions, Brezhnev and his
promptly took steps to control and even haRolish crisis demonstrated, as the events oblleagues repeatedly complained that Kania
the dissemination of Polish newspapers arid53, 1956, and 1968 had previously, thand Jaruzelski were proving to be “weak,”
journals in their countries. Such steps hadiegree of “acceptable” change in the Soviéindecisive,” “insufficiently bold,” “untrust-
been recommended in a top-secret repdstoc. The crisis in Poland was more proworthy,” and “unwilling to resort to extraor-
approved by the CPSU Secretariat in Ddracted than those earlier upheavals, but titknary measures despite our recommenda-
cember 1980, which warned that “undesiteeway for genuine change was, if anythingjons.”?! The same theme emerges from
able materials” of an “anti-socialist and antinarrower than before. Plans for the imposither recently opened Soviet documents, in
Soviet nature” were streaming into the Saion of martial law began almost from thewhich Soviet officials castigated the Polish
viet Union from Poland! very first day of the crisid? Although the authorities for their “unconscionable vacil-

Even more worrisome from Moscow’splans were drafted by the Polish Generddtion and indecisiveness” in the face of “an
perspective was the growing evidence th&taff, the whole process was supervised amgen struggle for power by forces hostile to
turmoil in Poland was spilling over into themoved along by the Soviet Union. Thehe PZPR.22 Soviet officials were con-
union republics of the USSR, especially theonstant pressure that Soviet political andinced that “the backers of Solidarity simply
three Baltic states and Ukraine, where pranilitary leaders exerted on top Polish offi-do not believe that the PZPR leadership will
tests and demonstrations in support of Sol¢ials thwarted any hope that Stanislaw Kaniadopt harsh measures to put an end to their
darity had begun as early as August 1980.the PZPR first secretary until October 1981anti-socialist activity,” and that this was
In the Russian Republic, too, there werenight have had of reaching a genuine conenabling “the counterrevolutionary forces
disturbing indications of a surge of labopromise with Solidarity and the Catholicto operate with impunity in their plans to
unrest inspired—directly or indirectly—by church1® From the Soviet Politburo’s per-liguidate socialism in Poland.” It comes as
the crisis in Poland. The KGB had harshlgpective, any such compromise would hauétle surprise, then, that in private meetings
suppressed three separate attempts by lalb@en, at best, a useless diversion or, at woraith Polish leaders, Brezhnev and other top
activists to setup an independent trade uni@form of outright capitulation to “hostile” CPSU officials demanded that the Poles
in Russia in the late 1970s, and ever sinderces and a “sell-out to the enemies dfput an end to the strikes and disorder once
then the CPSU leadership had been inordiocialism.1® As Brezhnev emphasized toand for all” and “rebuff the counterrevolu-
nately sensitive and hostile to anything tha&fania’s successor, General Wojcieclionary elements with deeds, not just with
might give renewed impetus to an unofficialaruzelski, in November 1981, the only thingvords.’23
workers’ movement3 For that reason, the the Soviet leadership wanted was for “deci-  Although the Soviet Union’s over-
members of the CPSU Secretariat expresssiye measures” to be implemented as soonakelming preference was to resolve the cri-
“utter dismay” when they received a toppossible against the “blatantly anti-socialissis through an “internal solution” rather than
secret report in late 1980 which found thaand counterrevolutionary opposition” inthrough direct Soviet military intervention,
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be most suitable for invading forces, espesrackdown3! Soviet military planners took

the option of invading Poland was necessagially for the Soviet airborne units that wouldfor granted that Soviet/Warsaw Pact forces
ily onthe agenda in Moscow and most of theave to seize major buildings, transportatiowould have to intervenagainstthe Polish
East European capitals. Elaborate plans foetworks, and communications facilities imarmy. Although Brezhnev and his colleagues
a large-scale military intervention wereWNarsaw?® The reconnaissance they gathtrusted the highest-ranking Polish officers
drafted by the Soviet General Staff, wittered proved crucial when the Soviet Generaind were willing to rely on certain elite units
input from Soviet officers on the Main StaffStaff modified its plans in late 1980 andf the Polish army, they were under no
of the Warsaw Pact Joint Command. Th&981. Most of the revisions began just aftalusions that Polish conscripts would obey
operation was to be spearheaded by an itlire “Soyuz-81" maneuvers in April 1981,orders to shoot at their fellow citizens. The
tial contingent of fifteen Soviet tank andwhen a comprehensive new “action plantdominant view in Moscow was that Polish
motorized-infantry divisions movinginfromwas drafted. The final adjustments wereoldiers who had been drafted in 1980 or
the GDR, Czechoslovakia, and the Baltianade by mid-November. From that point on1981 were already “under Solidarity’s sway”
Carpathian, and Belorussian Military Disthe Soviet, Czechoslovak, and East Germamd would “refuse to carry out their duties
tricts24 These troops were to be accompderces simply “waited for a signal from Mos-and even go over to the side of the anti-
nied by three Czechoslovak and East Gecew to move in"—a signal that never arsocialistforcesifthe situation deterioratés.”
man divisions, with at least another dozerived.29 Soviet officials also assumed that the reli-
Soviet divisions as reinforcements. The The revised planning and preparationability of the Polish officer corps mightitself
Soviet Union wanted to provide a veneer afrere thoroughly tested in fourteen joint mili-be problematic:
multilateralism for any prospective inter-tary exercises held during the crisis, includ-
vention in Poland, as was done with theng seven bilateral maneuvers of Soviet and Some of the younger commanders and
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. Thé olishtroops. The maneuvers were designedofficers [in Poland] have discussed
participation of two divisions from Czecho-in part to exert pressure on the Polish leader-whether they should obey all combat
slovakia and one from East Germany waship and population and to divert Solidarity’s orders, even those calling for mass ac-
deemed sufficient for that purpose. Thattention from the buildup of the ZOMO tions, or should instead refuse to carry
political complexities of involving troops security forces, but they also enabled Soviet out orders that would “betray the whole
from either Romania or Hungary wouldcommanders to gauge how quickly the Pol- Polish nation.” In connection with this,
have been too great. Despite the har$sh army could be “neutralized” by incoming it is clear that none of the members of
criticism that Romanian and Hungarian lead#/arsaw Pact troop®. The large number of  the [Polish] command staff with whom
ers had been expressing about Solidaritpjlateral exercises and meetings in 1980-81 we spoke can confidently say on whose
neither country was likely to be enthusiastiezvas a notable contrast to 1968, when the side the [Polish] army and navy will be
about an invasion. In the case of Bulgari&goviet Union tended to emphasize multilat- if tensions reach a climag.
the difficulty was logistical rather than po-eral negotiations and maneuvers. This dis-
litical. The authorities in Sofia stronglyparity was attributable in part to the greatelt is not surprising, then, that Soviet com-
endorsed the plans for an invasion, but wemnfidence that Soviet leaders had whemanders regarded the Polish army as one of
not asked to contribute troops because “tldealing with Jaruzelski than they ever had ithe first targets to be “neutralized” if an
northward movement [of Bulgarian forces}heir dealings with Alexander Dubcek. Théanvasion proved necessary. Noris it surpris-
would have been too conspicuous,” tippingjoint” leverage that was deemed necessaipg that Soviet leaders wanted to minimize
off both the Poles and the West. in 1968 was of much less relevance in 198@he Polish army’s role in the imposition of

The plans for an invasion soon gav8l. Furthermore, in 1968 the Soviet Uniomartial law. Although top-ranking Polish
rise to a number of concrete military prepadid not yet have a permanent “Group obfficers were responsible for planning the
rations. As early as August 1980 the Sovi&oviet Forces” stationed on Czechoslovakartial-law operation, and although some
Army was ordered to “requisition up toterritory, whereas in Poland in 1980-81 thelite units from the Polish army helped carry
100,000 military reservists and 15,000 veSoviet Union already had a long-standingf out, most of the implementation was left to
hicles from the civilian economy” and totroop presence. The USSR’s Northern Grouppe ZOMO and other security units. The
place all regular units in military districtsof Forces in Poland provided a convenientoncerns that prompted Soviet leaders to
and Groups of Forces adjoining Poland ofocus during the crisis for both military plan-exclude Polish troops from a prospective
“full combat alert.26 Some units were ning and coercive diplomacy. invading force also meant that the army was
taken off alert in February 1981, but most The Soviet Union’s efforts to maintaingiven only a very limited role in the martial-
remained fully mobilized until the crisis close bilateral ties with the Polish army wenlaw crackdown.
was over. They were linked together by anly so far, however. Despite Jaruzelski's
vast communications network, which wagersistent requests that Polish troops be in- Internal Versus External Options
secretly put into place during the “Com-<luded as an integral part of an invading
rade-in-Arms-80" and “Soyuz-81" exer-force (and that East German forces be ex- The fact that detailed plans for an inva-
cises?’ The exercises also permitted Soviatluded, for obvious historical reasons), offision existed does not conclusively mean that
commanders and military intelligence ofcials in Moscow decided early on that th&oviet troops would have intervened if the
ficers to acquire detailed information abouPolish army as a whole was too unpredicfolish authorities had been unable or unwill-
the routes and targets in Poland that woultble to be used in a “joint” Warsaw Pacing to impose martial law, but the evidence
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suggests that at least some top officials ierparts, Gustav Husak and Todor Zhivkowf how difficult and costly a prospective
Moscow were willing to resort to force ifin emphasizing that a failure to undertakénvasion would be. When the issue came up
necessary. As early as November 198dgcisive military action against the “coun-at a Soviet Politburo meeting in late October
Soviet Defense Minister Dmitrii Ustinov terrevolutionary forces in People’s Poland’1981, even hard-liners such as Ustinov and
had become so disenchanted that he openlpuld lead to “the death of socialism inthe KGB chairman, Yurii Andropov, had to
guestioned whether “constant pressure dPoland” and pose a burgeoning threat to thmncede that “it would be impossible now
the Polish leadership” would ever be suffiwhole socialist commonwealff®. At the for usto send troops into Poland.” They and
cient, and he urged that military exercises bmeeting itself, Honecker offered further detheir colleagues agreed that the Soviet Union
increased “to make clear that we have forceminciations of the events in Poland, antmust steadfastly adhere to [its] line not to
ready” to move in at short notiéé. Avid Husak repeatedly likened the situation to theend in troops3® The same position was
support of a military solution also camé‘counterrevolutionary intrigues”in Czecho-expressed by all the members of the Soviet
from Soviet allies in East Germany, Czechacslovakia in 1968. Although these warning®olitburo on 10 December 1981, according
slovakia, and Bulgaria. Documents fromthéad little effect on the Soviet participants—o the available transcript of the meeting,
former East German and Czechoslovak awho still believed that the Polish authoritiegust three days before martial law was im-
chives attest to the vigorous efforts thashould be given more time “to rectify theposed. Although Andropov and Ustinov
hard-line East European leaders made 8ituation ontheir own and to normalize it"—affirmed that the Soviet Union “must fortify
convince the Soviet Politburo of the necedHdonecker and Husak were hardly about tfits] military garrisons in Poland” and “do
sity of military intervention in Poland. In give in37 In February 1981 they persuadedomething to protect the lines of communi-
particular, the East German Communist partyie Cuban leader, Fidel Castro, to suppocation between the USSR and the GDR” if
leader, Erich Honecker, repeatedly drew patheir calls for a joint military operation to circumstances so warranted, no one at the
allels with the crises of 1953, 1956, andthwart the Polish counterrevolution onceneeting dissented from Mikhail Suslov’s
1968, arguing that “the situation in Poland isand for all,” and they issued many similaview that “there can be no consideration at
much worse and more dangerous” than thos@peals over the next several mor#hs.  all of sending in troops” because such a step
earlier episode® Shortly before an emer- Despite this aggressive campaign b$would be a catastrophé® Suslov's posi-
gency meeting in Moscow of Warsaw Padhe East European proponents of militaryion on this matter carried particular weight
leaders in early December 1980, he joinedtervention, Brezhnev and the other menbecause he was the head of a special Polit-
with his Czechoslovak and Bulgarian counbers of the CPSU Politburo were well awarburo commission set up in late August 1980

THE SED POLITBURO the 1980s can be regarded as a prelude to hevernment on 30 August 1980. Thig
AND THE POLISH CRISIS end of the whole Soviet empire. SED offiagreement was regarded by the SED

by the SED-State Research Group cials recognized this danger and did everyRolitburo to be a product of counterrevo

(translated by Mark Kramer) thing in their power to forestall such a devellution. As seen by Honecker and his

opment. Moreover, they pushed for inter-closest associates, the leadership of the
Manfred Wilke, Peter Erier, Martin vention by the Warsaw Pact states in thBZPR had capitulated to the striking
Goerner, Michael Kubina, Horst Laudesame way that step was taken during theorkers. The SED leaders began tp
and Hans-Peter Mullehe SED Polit- Prague crisis of 1968 question whether and and to what exteIt
buro and the Polish Crisis, 1980/1982 With the publication of “The SED Po-the PZPR could enforce its leading rol
Volume I: 1980. SED-State Researchtburo and the Polish Crisis, 1980/1982in Poland (cf.: Central Party Archives
Group Working Paper No. 3/1993. Ber¥Volume I: 1980,” which Prof. Dr. Manfred [ZPA] J IV 2/2 A - 2346.) The decision
lin, 1993. Wilke, Peter Erler, Martin Goerner, Michaelto allow freer trade unions and the righ
Kubina, Horst Laude, and Dr. Hans-Peteto strike was unacceptable to the Polit
During a state visit by the president oMuller compiled in 1992 at the Free Univerburo of the SED CC:To construe strikes
the Republic of Poland, Lech Walesa, tgity of Berlin under the auspices of theas an expression of ‘workers’ genuine
the Federal Republic of Germany in earlySED-State Research Group,” documentsiterests’ is impermissible in our view.
1992, federal [German] president Richardre now available showing how the SEINo one other than the Party itself, with
von Weizscker lauded the gains that thBPolitburo wanted to suppress the Polisthe aid of scientific socialism, can ex;
Polish people and the Polish head-of-stafgeople’s struggle for national self-determipress and realize the class interests of thje
had made for the cause of freedom ination and democratization. The material®arty.” (ZPA J IV 2/2 A-2368.)
Europe. “As the head of a trade union yowhich have never beenreleased before,come At the end of September 1980, the
overcame despotism, regained freedofior the most part from holdings of the “Polit-International Department of the SED Cd
for your own people, and made a decisivburo” collection in the formerly secret ar-carried out a detailed analysis of the
contribution to the European revolution otchives of the SED Central Committee (CC)situation in Poland, which included,
freedom.” (Press and Information Office  For the SED, the drama of the “Polisramong other things, a “comparative as
of the Federal Government, Bulletin Nocrisis” began with the signing of the Gdanskessment of the programs and stated de-
34, Bonn, 2 April 1992, p. 325.) In retro-Accords between the heads of the Intemands of the anti-socialist forces in thg
spect, the Polish crisis at the beginning dfactory Strike Committee and the Polish continued on page 127
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to “keep a close watch on the unfoldindar information flowing into Moscow from was that no one in Moscow was certain
situation in Poland#? Sovietintelligence agents, were crucial whewhether Jaruzelski would actually follow
The lack of any overt disagreement ofPolish and Soviet leaders settled on the findhrough in the end and, if so, “what direction
the question of military intervention doesoptions for martial law in November andthe events in Poland will take.” Andropov,
not necessarily mean that the apparent comarly December 1981. By that point, théor example, said there were “very disturb-
sensus emerged easily or spontaneousientiment in Moscow was so strongly iring signs” that Jaruzelski “is abandoning the
The transcript may not tell the full story. Afavor of proceeding with the imposition ofidea of carrying out this step” and trying “to
number of former senior members of thenartial law, and the plans and preparatiorfind some way to extricate himself.”
CPSU Politburo—Egor Ligachev, Nikolaiwere so far advanced, that it is doubtfuromyko likewise expressed dismay that
Ryzhkov, and Vadim Medvedev, amongvhether any gestures or concessions ddaruzelski is now vacillating again” and
others—have recently disclosed that Sovi€olidarity’s part, no matter how dramaticthat “the Polish leadership . . . is continuing
leaders sometimes gathered informally besould have averted the crackdoé. to relinquish its positions by failing to adopt
fore Politburo sessions to iron out their As elaborate as all these preparatiordecisive measures.” Others at the meeting
different views of highly controversial is-were, there was always some risk that theomplained that Jaruzelski was in a “highly
sues*2 As a rule, these informal meetingsinternal solution” would encounter unex-agitated state [and] has been transformed
(referred to obliquely as “exchanges of opinpected problems. Had that been the casejrito a man who is extremely neurotic and
ions”) were not included in the final tran-is far from clear what would have happenedliffident about his abilities.” These sorts of
scripts of official Politburo sessions. HenceThere is no indication that the Soviet Politcomments hardly imply great optimism.
it is eminently conceivable that an unreburo ever arrived at a final decision in 1981 At the same time, the transcript and
corded preliminary meeting on 10 Decemen whether to invade Poland if “Operatiorother documents confirm that Soviet leaders
ber 1981 featured at least some give-and?’ (the code-name for the martial-law op-had not given up all hope as of December 10;
take regarding Soviet military options vis-eration) collapsed. Most political leaderdar from it. They were confident enough
a-vis Poland. Nevertheless, even if that @nd collective bodies tend to put off onerouabout the prospects for an “internal solu-
the case, it does not change the basic faigcisions until the last possible momention”thatthey saw no need to give Jaruzelski
that the consensus by the time of the formdhat was certainly true of the CPSU Polita direct military guarantee as a hedge against
Politburo session on December 10 was ipuro under Brezhnev, and all evidence sughe possible collapse of “Operation X.” There
full accord with Suslov’s non-intervention-gests that the members of that body weiie ample evidence, both in the Politburo’s
ist stance. The outcome in this case is @iclined to defer a final decision about mili-documents and in recent first-hand accounts
greater interest than the process that mégry intervention in Poland as long as podiy senior participants, that Jaruzelski tried
have led up to it. sible46 There is no doubt that the Sovieto obtain such a guarantee butwas rebuffed.
Having set out all along to resolve theJnion had serious contingency plans to “enJaruzelski himself has now claimed that he
crisis through martial law rather than througlter and occupy Polish territory” and “neutral-did not ask for a Soviet military guarantee in
direct military intervention, Soviet leadersize the Polish army” on 13 or 14 Decembethe lead-up to “Operation X,” buteven if that
did everything they could to ensure that ah981 if the martial-law operation went disasis so, the evidence clearly suggests that the
“internal solution” would succeed. Thetrously awry, but there is equal reason tmembers of the CPSU Politbuelieveche
rapid expansion of Poland’s ZOMO forcedelieve that no decision was ever made omanted a guarantee and that they felt they
during the crisis went largely unnoticedvhetherthose plans should be implemedtedhad to “dispel any notions that Jaruzelski
thanks to the distractions provided by along The postponement of any final decisiorand other top officials in Poland may have”
succession of Warsaw Pact military exemould have made perfect sense if Sovietbout receiving military assistane®.The
cises and by the buildup of Soviet and alliettaders had been highly confident in DecenBoviet leadership’s unwillingness to pro-
troops along Poland’'s borders. Equallper 1981 that Jaruzelski would successfullyide Jaruzelski with a military guarantee
important, Soviet military officials care-impose martial law and resolve the wholevas due in part to concern that any such
fully assessed the reliability of elite Polistcrisis without external help; but, interestpromise might become a crutch that would
army units who would eventually be redingly enough, the transcript from the CPSl¢ause the Polish leader to refrain fromimple-
sponsible, along with the ZOMO and othePolitburo’s meeting on 10 December 198ienting martial law as forcefully as he
security forces, for carrying out the martialsuggests that no such confidence exidted should. “If [the Polish authorities] show any
law operation. At one point, this involved arhe outlook in Moscow just three days besign of wavering during the struggle against
tour of the whole country by eighteen Soviefore “Operation X" began was far more somthe counterrevolution or afterwards,”
generals who asked detailed questions bér than one might have expected. Th&romyko warned, “nothing will remain of
each military garrison about the readiness pfoblem was not that Soviet leaders doubtesbcialist Poland31 Even more important,
Polish commanders to perform their dutghe soundness of the plans and preparationswever, was the Soviet Politburo’s collec-
against “counterrevolutior® Similarly, for martial law, which they had helped supertive desire to avoid any decisions about
diplomats at the Soviet embassy and consuise. On the contrary, Gromyko assured hisilitary intervention unless events in Po-
lates in Poland were ordered to monitor anféllow Politburo members that “we can exdand unexpectedly took a disastrous turn.
report back on the reliability of Polish troopgect positive results if the measures that [the  This collective desire to put off a deci-
and security forces in their vicinit. These Polish authorities] intend to carry out aresion outweighed whatever benefits the So-
constantly updated assessments, and sirirideed implemented.” The problem, insteadjiet Union might have gained by extending
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amilitary guarantee. Because serious douhtfficials drew up plans for a full-scale inva-dable resistance against Soviet troops had
persisted about Jaruzelski's resolve, Soviston (as discussed above), but these plabsen enough to deter Khrushchev in 1956,
leaders might have tried to spur him intavere to be implemented only if the Polistand the same calculation would have bedev-
action by providing a guarantee. The facuthorities failed to restore order on theiiled Soviet military commanders in 1981.
that they declined to do so suggests thatthewn. Preparations for the imposition of  Furthermore, evenif Sovietforces could
did not yet want to consider how they shouldhartial law began well before Soviet mili-have subdued the country and overcome all
respond in a worst-case scenario. It algary officials started laying the groundworkresistance, they would have been faced with
suggests that they had a fall-back option ifor an invasion, and the “internal” optionthe daunting task of reviving the Polish
case Jaruzelski let them down and failed twas deemed throughout to be vastly prefeeconomy and political system. In the wake
pursue “Operation X.” The exact nature ofible to direct “fraternal assistance” fronof a bloody invasion, itis inconceivable that
this fall-back option was not specified at theutside. Only in a worst-case scenario, ithe Polish population would have assisted or
meeting on December 10, but a top aide tohich the martial law operation collapsedcomplied with attempts at “normalization.”
Jaruzelski in 1980-81, Colonel Ryszarand full-scale civil war erupted in Poland;The likely result, instead, would have been
Kuklinski, and the Polish defense minister aloes it seem at all likely that the Soviean outright collapse of the formal Polish
the time, Army-General Florian Siwicki, Unionwould have shifted toward the “extereconomy, with Soviet troops left to manage
have both revealed that Soviet officials innal” option. factories virtually on their own. The Soviet
tended, if necessary, to remove Jaruzelski In most respects, then, the SovietUnionwould have been forced to embark on
(just as they earlier removed Kania) and tbinion’s response to the 1980-81 Polish cria long-term military occupation of Poland,
replace him with Army-General Eugeniuszsis was very much in line with its responsewith no guarantee that stability would be
Molczyk, Army-General Wlodzimierz to previous East European crises. In eachstored in the end.
Sawczuk, a civilian like Tadeusz Grabski, ocase Soviet leaders sought to effect an “in- Nevertheless, despite all these prob-
some other ultra-hardline figure who wouldernal solution” before taking the extremdems and the overwhelming reluctance of
have been willing to implement a full-scalestep of ordering an invasion. What wa$ovietleaders to undertake a costly invasion
crackdowng2 Soviet leaders still preferreddifferentabout the 1980-81 case is that that a time when they were already bogged
to rely on Jaruzelski, for it would have beetiinternal” option proved successful anddown in Afghanistan, it still seems hard to
very difficult to replace him, and a newmoreover, that this success was so crucial believe that the CPSU Politburo would have
regime under a hardline successor woulBoviet policy. After all, the resort to military refrained from sending in troops if the Polish
probably have come under severe challenderce against Hungary and Czechoslovakiauthorities had been unwilling or unable to
at home. Gromyko, Suslov, and Andropothough undertaken as a last-ditch measuseistain martial law> Although Andropov
all expressed serious reservations aboafter other options had failed, did permit thelaimed at the Politburo’s meeting on 10
“forcing [the Poles] to adopt one course oreestablishment and consolidation of Sovidbecember 1981 that the Soviet Union would
another” or “pushing them too hard to adoptontrol over those countries, paving the wajnot send in troops . . . even if Poland falls
decisive measures?® Nevertheless, if forintensive periods of “normalization.” By under the control of Solidarity,” this state-
Jaruzelski had continued to “vacillate andontrast, a Soviet invasion of Poland in Dement was clearly an anomaly (and it is not
lose his nerve” indefinitely (as Gromyko puttember 1981 would most likely have exacapparentwhat Andropov’s motivations were
it), the Soviet authorities planned to bring irerbated, rather than resolved, the crisié making it)>¢ At no other point during the
someone else who would implement “OpUnlike in Hungary and Czechoslovakiagrisis did Brezhnev or any top Soviet official
eration X" once and for all. where Soviet troops intervened primarilydisplay the slightestinclination to accept the
The Soviet leadership’s pursuit of aragainst wayward Communist party leadergermanent “loss” of Poland or to stand by if
“internal solution” to the Polish crisis wasthe top levels of the PZPR and the highesthe martial-law operation collapsed and civil
by no means a departure from its responsesnking Polish military commanders re-war broke oub? On the contrary, the state-
to previous crises in Eastern Europe. Imained loyal to Moscow throughout the 18ment by Gromyko cited above—that the
Hungary and Poland in 1956 and Czechosloronth crisis?4 An invasion in 1981 would Soviet Union must hold onto Poland no
vakia in 1968, the Soviet Union appliedherefore have had to be directed against theatter what the cost—summed up the pre-
pressures short of direct intervention andhole Polish population, and not merelyailing mood in Moscow very well. As one
sought to work out an “internal solution”against a well-defined target at the top. Thef the other members of the CPSU Politburo
thatwould preclude the need for an invasiomrospect of encountering armed resistanée 1980-81 later recalled, “the Soviet leader-
In each case, Soviet officials viewed mili-among the populace and among lower- arghip [during the crisis] believed that under
tary action as a last-ditch option, to be usemliddle-ranking segments of the Polish milino circumstances must Poland be allowed to
only after all other measures had failed. Itary @ la Hungary in 1956) would have leave the Warsaw Pacdt®’Brezhnev and his
Poland in 1956 an internal solution that lefseverely complicated any Soviet invasiogolleagues repeatedly affirmed that they
Gomulka in power did prove feasible plans. Poland’s populationin 1981 was fouvould “not leave fraternal socialist Poland
whereas in Hungary and later in Czechosldimes the size of Hungary’s in 1956 and 2.5 the lurch” and that “the socialist common-
vakia all attempts to reassert Soviet contréimes the size of Czechoslovakia’s in 1968yealth is indissoluble and its defense is a
“from within” proved futile, leading in the and the Poles, unlike the Czechs, had a lomgatter not only for individual states but for
end to direct Soviet military intervention.tradition of taking up arms against foreigrthe socialist coalition as a whol&2” The
During the 1980-81 Polish crisis, Sovieinvaders. Poland’s ability to put up formi-exact same phrases were used about Czecho-
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THE WARSAW PACT AND THE clared that “counterrevolutionary” forces
POLISH CRISIS OF 1980-81: would gain an ever greater hold in Poland

Honecker’s Call for Military Intervention unless the “healthy” Polish comrades reEnclosure # 2 to Protocol #49 from 28.11.1980

ceived “collective assistance” from their
Translated and Introduced by Mark Warsaw Pact allies. Any delay in acting, he26 N
Kramer warned, would mean “the death of socialist, e General Secretary of the CPSU CC
Poland.” Honecker indicated that his plegomrade Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev
The following letter, dated 26 Novem-for an urgent meeting was supported by the

ber 1980, comes from the archive of th€zechoslovak and Bulgarian CommuniskEsteemed Comrade Leonid llyich!

Socialist Unity Party (SED) of the formerparty leaders, Gustv Husk and Todor Zhivkov.  In the Politburo of the SED CC we have
German Democratic Republic (DDR). It isAlthough Honecker expressed a willingnesgiscussed the current situation in the Peoplg’s

one of many valuable documents pertainintp intervene in support of Kania, he alsdepublic of Poland, and have unanimously cq
to the 1980-81 Polish crisis that have beeseemed to have in mind the formation of a
collected from the East German archives bgiternative group of Polish leaders who woul
agroup of researchers atthe Free Universibe willing to carry out the harsh crackdown

meeting of the General and First Secretaries
e Communist Parties of our community

multi-volume collection entitleED-Po- viet Union had already begun encouragingork out collective measures to assist the Pol
litburo und polnische Krise 1980/198Phe the formation of just such an alternativefriends in overcoming the crisis, which, as yd
item translated below is included in the firshard-line regime in Warsaw. know, has been intensifying day after day.

volume (Band 1: 1980), which was pub-  The sentiments expressed in the letter Unfortunately, one can already say that the

lished in January 1993. Volumes coveringardly come as a surprise. East Germarp!ish comrades’ stopover in Moscow, and the
timely counsel that you gave, had no decisiyve

1981 and 1982 are currently in preparationfficials had been denouncing Solldarltyfron?nﬂuence o e stuEten T Relkel, o i

The letter below was sent by Ericithe moment it was formed, and Honecket, 4 a1l been hoping for.

Honecker, the SED General Secretary, toad never tried to conceal his desire to see the  A¢cording to information we have receivel

the General Secretary of the Soviet ConPZPR reassert its authority by any meangrough various channels, counterrevolutiong
munist Party, Leonid Brezhnev, during anecessary. When the Polish authorities desrces in the People’s Republic of Poland are
tense phase of the 17-month crisis in Pderred taking harsh action against Solidaritythe constant offensive, and any delay in acti
land. At the time, the First Secretary of théhe East German leader resorted to conspicagainst them would mean death — the death

Polish United Workers’ Party (PZPR),ous measures of his own to spur Kania intgPcialist Poland. Yesterday our collective effoits

Stanisaw Kania, was coming under intensction and prevent a “spill-over” of the tur-T8Y Perhaps have been premature; today they
essential; and tomorrow they would already

pressure both at home and abroad as strikasil into the DDR. The East German medi
. . . . too late.
escalated and the unofficial trade uniotaunched vehement attacks against Solidar-"; \ouid obviously be appropriate if we

Solidarity posed an ever greater politicaity throughout the fall of 1980, and in latemeet together in Moscow for a day right after the

challenge to the PZPR. For the previouSctober the DDR imposed tight restrictionglenum of the PZPR CC, the decisions of whid
three months, Brezhnev and his colleagues travel to and from Poland. By the timen our view, will not be able to change the cour
had been urging the Polish authorities tblonecker sent his letter to Brezhnev in latef events in Poland in any fundamental way.

take “extraordinary measures” against thovember, he had ordered the whole East So far as | know, Comrades Husak and

“anti-socialist opposition forces,” but KaniaGerman border with Poland to be sealed offhivkov also have been expressing their des
gave little indication that he could resort ta process that was completed by Novembf} St convene onan urgentbasisto discuss
. . o uestion. Itwould be best to do so next week.
such steps anytime soon. As the cris30. In addition, he had ordered East Germz%he”eve that offering collective advice and po
deepened a_nd the Polish aqthorltles failed H_Imy units and border guards to be put 0% e assistance from the fraternal countries
act, frustration and alarm in Moscow andhigh combat alert so they would be ready t@omrade Kania would only be to his benefit.
the other East-bloc capitals, especially Eatdke part in any “joint” actions that the War-  we ask you, esteemed Leonid llyich, {
Berlin and Prague, steadily increased. saw Pact might pursue. Honecker’'s unramderstand our extraordinary fears about the s
The extent of East Germany’s concertenting campaign to persuade the Sovietion in Poland. We know that you also shg
about the situation in Poland is immediatelynion to lend “fraternal assistance” to Pothese fears.
apparent from both the tone and the contelaind was reminiscent of the efforts that his
of Honecker’s letter. The letter expressesredecessor, Walter Ulbricht, had made in
“extraordinary fear” about the situation in1968 to promote armed intervention in
Poland and urges the Soviet Union to corEzechoslovakia. Unlike in 1968, however,
vene an emergency meeting of Warsaw Paat “internal solution” ultimately proved fea-
leaders to consider the possibility of “fratersible in Poland and thus eliminated the need
nal” military intervention. Honecker de-for external military action.

With Communist greetings,

E. Honecker
General Secretary of the SED CC

n-

fluded thatthere is an urgent necessity to convene

of
f

- ) ‘ Hi " States. We believe that the situation developing
of Berlin. These documents are now beinthat Soviet officials had been demanding, ihe People’s Republic of Poland should be

published (in the original German) in a\o doubt, Honecker was aware that the S@iscussed with Comrade S. Kania in order lto
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slovakia in August 1968. in my forthcoming Working Paper. ation of Workers,” Iast_e_d longer than _the other‘ two,
No one can ever rul rtain. how?2: Seemytranslation of akey November 1980 Honeckdrom October 1978 unt||_|t was crushed in th_e spring of
h Idehe bﬁt uy Cedti o 0 to-Brezhnev letter and highlights from other East Gert980. For further details, see Betty Gidwitz, “Labor
ever, Wh a(tj WOIlIJ a&/e ag)pege | Odper%an documents gathered by the Free University growgnrest in the Soviet UnionProblems of Communism
tion X” had collapsed amid widespread viom this issue of the CWIHBUIlletin. 31:6 (November-December 1982), 25-42; “The Inde-
lence and the Soviet Politburo had beeh “O pr_azdn_ovanii pervogo maya i godoy_shchiny s@en(_jenFTrade-Union Movement in the Soviet Union,”
for ide whether ndin tr nya prinyatiya konstitutsii 3 maya (PoliticheskayaRadio Liberty ResearcRL 304/79 (11 October 1979);
ohcedd.ﬁt.o c:ec (:,e e.t erto Se. d .t ooﬁgapiska)," Cable No. 68 (SECRET), 4 May 1981, fronand Karl SchogelDpposition sowjetischer Arbeiter
The difficulty of carrying out an invasion o N. P. Ponomarev, Soviet consul-general in Szczecin, lreute(Koln: Bundesinstitut fur ostwissenschaftliche
Poland and of coping with its aftermathr :
sKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 597, LI. 6-12; “Vneshnyayaund internationale Studien, 1981).
would have been so great that it would hav®litika PNR na nyneshnem etape (Politpis'mo),” 9_14. “P_ostan9vlenie Sekretariata TsK Kommunist-
han h r f Sovi licvin E i_uly 1981, Cable No. 595 (TOP SECRET) from B. licheskoi Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza: O nekotorykh
cha gedt efCOU se of Soviet policy as ristov, Soviet ambassadorin Poland, in TsKhSD, F. Biegativhykh proyavleniyakh, svyazannykh s
ern Europe for many years to come. As 5p.84, D.596, LI. 21-34; and “Ob ideino-politicheskikhnedostatkami v organizatsii v oplate truda rabochikh i
was, the success of Jaruzelski’'s “internab f
) ntseptsiyakh ‘reformatorskogo kryla’ v PORPsluzhashchikh,” St-233/8s (TOP SECRET), 24 Octo-
solution” precluded any test of Moscow’'s(Spravka),” C_a_lb!e No. 531 (SECRET) _22 June 198_1)er 1980, with attached documents, in TsKhSD, F. 89,
restraint and r r nformi h dP[omV.Mutsku,flrstsecretaryattheSowetembassynOp. 13,D. 37, LI. 1-12. Quoted passages are from l. 4
?Stb(:} tand |6§t0|e(|i confo t?/] to the S oland, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 598, LI. 116-121and 9.
Y'et oc at re_ atlve_y_ Ow Cost. .T € SurpriSy - «polozhenie v PORP posle IX S"ezda,” Cable Nol5. “Poslanie do ludzi pracy w Europie Wschodniej,”
ingly smoothimposition of martial lawgtan 596 (TOP SECRET), 4 November 1981, from B. ITygodnik Solidarnos¢Warsaw) 25 (18 September
wojenny) in Poland also helped prevent anyhristov, Soviet ambassador in Poland, to Konst_antiﬂQSl), 6. S _ ) )
further disruption in viet-E Eur h?usakov, head of the CPSU CC Department for intrd-6. See, e.g., Dmitrii Ustinov, “Protiv gonki vooruzhenii
UI'[ e d(sjupto h ISO et afSt u ﬁpeablocaﬁairs,inTsKhSD, F.5,0p. 84,D.596, LI. 35-53i ugrozy voiny,” Pravda 25 July 1981, p. 4;
relatlonds hu”ngt e astélea;lolfBrez ne\é 8 “Vypiska iz protokola No. 37 zasedaniya Politbyurd'Soveshchanie sekretarei tsentral’nykh komitetov
rule and the next two-and-a-half years undgek KPSS ot 21 noyabrya 1981 goda: O prieme kommunisticheskikh i  rabochikh  partii
Andropov and Chernenko. SSSR partiino-gosudarstvennoi delegatsii PNR i ustnosotsialisticheskikh st_ranP_rav_da 5 November 1981,
The lack of anv maior political turmoil poslanii t. Brezhneva L. I. t. V. Yaruzel'skomu,” No. 4; and “Vysokoe prizvanie i otvetsvennost: Rech’
in EastzrﬁCEuoro?)eybes/JvZeaolgg <t’:1und $9§§7/21 (TOP SECRET), 21 November 1981, irovarishcha M. A. SuslovaPravda 15 October 1981,
KhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 27, L. 3. 2.
seems especially surprising at first glance, “vneshnyaya politika PNR na nyneshnem etap#7. Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widziana od srodka,”
for this was a period of great uncertainty ndPolitpis'mo),” Cable No. 595 (TOP SECRET), 9 July6-7, 17-19. _ _
nl f th -Brezhnev 081, from B. I. Aristov, Soviet ambassador in Polandl.8. For ample first-hand evidence of this pressure, see
O. y pecause oft be DOISt € € SquCE%QTsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 596, LI. 21-34. “Dokumenty ‘Komisji Suslowa’,” 19-20; “Scisle tajne:
sion in Moscow, but also because of the g, |. 27. See also “Voprosy vneshnei politiki n&PZR o Polsce 1980-81,” 10-11; “O nekotorykh
impending successions in most of the otheéx sezde PORP (Informatsiya),” Cable No. 652 (SEmomentakh po vnutripoliticheskoi i ekonomicheskoi
Warsaw Pact countries. The last time th@RET),_lO August 1981, from Y_u. Ivanov, counseloraobs_tanovke v Pil'skom voevodstve (Politicheskaya
Vi nion h xperien @e Soviet embassy in Poland, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84apiska),” Cable No. 18 (TOP SE_CRET), 20 Janualfy
ISO et L; 0 ad. e perie ced a meonge . 598, LI. 170-176. 1981, from N. P. Ponomarev, Soviet consul-general in
eadership tranS|t|9n, betwee'n 1953 anQ “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 29 oktyabry&zczecin, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 597, LI. 1-5;
1957, numerous crises arose in the Eastergso goda: Materialy k druzhestvennomu rabochem@ribkov, “Doktrina Brezhneva’ i pol'skii krizis nachala
bloc: in Plzen, Czechoslovakia and in Eagfzitu v SSSR pol’_skikh rukovoditelei,” 29 October 8(_)-kh got_jov," 53-55; Wlodek, edlajne dokumenty
Germany in June 1953, in Poznan in Ju 80 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 31, LBiura qultycznegplOZ-lO?, 317-318, 45-1-454, and
. land and H in Octo 497-511; and Kani&atrzymac konfrontacjesp. 73-
1956, and in Poland and Hungary in OCt9g. vjadimir Lomeiko, “kto zhe dolbit dyry v pol'skoi 118, 231-243.
ber-November 1956. Moreover, during thédke,” Literaturnaya gazetgMoscow) 3 (21 January 19. “Vypiska iz protokola No. 37 zasedaniya Politbyuro
1953-56 period, all the East European coui981), 14. TsK KPSS ot 21 noyabrya 1981 goda,” L. 5.

tri nderwent one or more chan inth P “Rech’tqvarishchaM.A. Suslov&tavda(Mos-  20. Ibid., LI. 5‘-6. ‘
es underwent one or more changes in e(’l:low), 13 April 1981, 4. 21. “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 9 aprelya 1981

Communist party leadership, just as the 891. “Vypiska iz protokola No. 242/61gs Sekretariatggoda: 3. Ob itogakh vstrechi t.t. Andropova Yu. V. i
vietUnion did. By contrast, no such upheavrsk: 0 nekotorykh dopolnitel'nykh merakh po Ustinova, D. F. s pol'skimi druz’yami,” 9 April 1981
als or leadership changes occurred in Eagpntrolyuzarasprostraneniem pol'skoi pechativ SSSR(TOP SECFIQET), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 40, LI.
. St-242/61gs (TOP SECRET), 22 December 198@-9. See also a number of other transcripts in “Scisle
ern Europe pe_tween 1982 anq 1985. Thvi%ﬁh attached ?ep(orts, in TsKhSI%, F. 89, F. 46, D. 81tajne: KPZR o Polsce 1980-81,” 11. P
unusual placidity cannot be attributed to any; 1.56. Quoted passages are fromI. 1and 6. 22. “Polozhenie v PORP posle IX S"ezda,” Cable No.
single factor, but the martial law crackdownz. v. Stanley Vardys, “Polish Echoes in the Baltic,'857 (TOP SECRET), 4 November 1981, from B. I.
of December 1981 and the invasions of 1958 0blems of Communis&8:4 (July-August 1983), 21- Aristov, Soviet ambassador in Poland, to Konstantin
, and Jean Pennar, “Demonstrations and DissentRusakov of the CPSU Secretariat, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op.
and 196.8 are prObany. a Iarge p‘f"” of th stonia,’'Radio Free Europe-Radio Liber884/80 (17 84, D. 596, LI. 35-53. P
explanation. After Stalin’s death in 1953 gper 1980). 23. “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 16 aprelya 1981
the limits of what could be changed in Eastt3. “k voprosu o t.n. ‘nezavisimom profsoyuze’,”goda: 2. O besede tov. Brezhneva L. I. s Pervym
ern Europe were still unknown, but by théreport No. 655-L (SECRET), 5 April 1978, from Yu. sekrletarem TsK PORP tov. S. I?]anei (po telefonu),” 16
; ; ; M. Andropov, chairman of the KGB, to the CPSU CCApril 1981 (Top Secret), in TSKhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D.
egr]y 1980sthe SO\.”.Et Union had evinced oIitburO?in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 18, D. 73, L. 1. The4]F.), LI 2-3.( P ) P
WllllngneSS and ab”'ty to use extreme Mea&gst attempt, in January 1978, was made by a long-tini&4. Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widziana od srodka,”
sures, when necessary, to prevent or reverggivistand mining engineer, Viadimir Klebanov, whose1-22.
“deviations from socialism.” “Association of Free Trade Unions of Workers” was25. “Eventualna interventsiya sreshchu Polsha e
forcefully disbanded less than two weeks after it wasiozhela da stane ‘vtori kurvav Afganistanuma
1. See my translations of these documents in this is founded. The sgcond attempt, in Apri.l 1978, was bfSofia), 20 November 1990, 3.
of the CWIHPBUlletin. | have translated other pub_svgevolod Kuve_lkln, who setupashortjllved “Indepenz26. “TsK KPSS,” Memorandum No. 682-OP (SPE-
dent Trade Union of Workers.” The third attempt, by £IAL DOSSIER—TOP SECRET), 28 August 1980,

lished and unpublished documents for the appendlc(%?oup known as the “Free Interprofessional Amalganfrom M. A. Suslov, A. A. Gromyko, Yu. V. Andropov,
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D. F. Ustinov, and K. Yu. Chernenko to the CPSUbtnosheniya, 1994), 175, 312. In a typical comment opd- “Zasedanie Politoyuro TsK KPSS 10 dekabrya
Politburo, in APRF/Osobaya Papka. this matter, Ligachev reported (p. 215) that “it was 4981 goda,” LI. 5-7. )

27. Gribkov, “Doktrina Brezhneva’ i pol'skii krizis normal working practice of the highest Party IeadershiE“- Jan B. de Weydenthal, “Martial Law and the
nachala 80-kh godov,” 54. to hold special [eksennyg working meetings for the Reliability of the Polish Military,”in Daniel N. Nelson,
28. “Vladislav Achalov: Takoe vpechatlenie, chtamembers of the Politouro and the CC Secretaries G- Soviet Allies: The Warsaw Pact and the Issue of
nikto nikogda nikogo nichemu ne uchiNezavisimaya different contentious matters that came up. Usuall eliability (Boulder, Col.: Westview Press, 1984),
gazeta(Moscow), 7 February 1995, 7. such meetings were convened by the General Secret&3°-240- See also Jan B. de Weydenthal, Bruce D.
29. Maj.-General Vladimir Dudnik, “Tainy ‘temnoi himself or by someone whom he authorized to do so. fter, and Kevin DeviinThe Polish Drama: 1980-
komnaty’,” Moskovskie novosti4 (5 April 1992), 17; the absence of the General Secretary, the meetings wéfR82(Lexington, Mass..: Lexington Books, 1983), esp.
and “Juz siedzielismy w czolgach: Z generalented by whoever had been designated to ‘mind the store-99: 112-13, and 138-39. o _
majorem Stanislawem Prochazka, rozmawia Leszekuch meetings differed from official sessions of the@>- Kuklinski is adamant on this point (“‘Wojna z
Mazan,"Polityka (Warsaw) 37 (15 September 1990) Politburo in that they were not empowered to adogiarodem widziana od srodka,” 4), but it should be
13. See also “Generalmajor S. Prochazka z vojenskiecrees, but would only work out recommendations th&MPhasized that he was no longer in Warsaw in Decem-
obrodyrika: ‘Melijsme okupovat PolskoZemedelske would be affirmed later on. This practice began decad®§" 1981, when Sovietleaders would have had to decide
noviny (Prague), 16 August 1990, 1. ago.” Whet_her_to |ntervgne if martial law fall_ed. Moreover,
30. “O nastroeniyakh sredi soldatov i ofitserov3. Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widziana od srodka,”KUKlinski also believes that Jaruzelski (or some other
podrazdelenii Voiska Pol'skogo i VMF PNR, 31. I_egder) could have deterreq a Soviet invasion _by mobi-
dislotsiruyushchikhsya na Gdan’skom poberezh’e44. “O nekotorykh aspektakh raboty Pol'skikh organoyiZing the army and population as Gomulka did in 1956.
Cable No. 183 (TOP SECRET), 14 June 1981, from \yosbezopasnosti po presecheniyu podryvnoine question of whether the Soviet Union would have
Zelenov, Soviet consul-general in Gdansk, in TskhSDjeyatel'nosti oppozitsii (Informatsiya na osnove beseffivaded has been a source of intense controversy both
F. 5, Op. 84, D. 611, LI. 17-19. s rabotnikami gosbezopasnosti PNR),” Cable No. 93f'side and outside Poland; for sharply conflicting views,
31. Kuklinski, "Wojna z narodem widziana od srodka, (TOP SECRET), 30 November 1981, from A. KovalevS€€ the items cited in the first part of this essay pertain-
22-24. first secretary at the Soviet embassy in Warsaw, 9 to Jaruzelski, Kania, Rakowski, Paviov, Gribkov,
32. “Vypiska iz protokola No. 37 zasedaniya Politbyurd sknSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 611, LI. 29-31; “O Dubynin, Prochazka, Gorbachev, Dudnik, and Achalov.
TsK KPSS ot 21 noyabrya 1981 goda,” L. 6; and “Onastroeniyakh sredi soldatov i ofitserov podrazdelen®: “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 10 dekabrya
nastroeniyakh sredi soldatov i ofitserov podrazdeleni/oiska Pol'skogo i VMF PNR, dislotsiruyushchikhsya1981 goda,” L. 4. ) .

Voiska Pol'skogo i VMF PNR, dislotsiruyushchikhsyana Gdan'skom poberezh'e,” LI. 17-19; “O politicheskoi® /- The emphasis here is on the permanency of the

na Gdan’skom poberezh’e,” L. 18.

33. “O nastroeniyakh sredi soldatov i ofitserowegiona PNR (Politpis'mo),” Cable No. 179 (TOP Se-han a willingness to accept a temporary "loss.”
podrazdelenii Voiska Pol'skogo i VMF PNR, CRET), 12 November 1981, from G. Rudov, SovieP8: Interview with Mikhail Gorbachev, in “Gorbaczow
dislotsiruyushchikhsya na Gdan’skom poberezh’e,” Lconsul-general in Krakow, to the CPSU Secretariat, i Stanie wojennymw Polsce: General Jaruzelski postapil

19. TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 597, LI. 13-22; and “OPrawidlowo,"Trybung 9 November 1992, 2.
34. “Scisle tajne: KPZR o Polsce 1980-81,” 10.  trevozhnykh faktakh dal'neishego davleniya na organy®- “Sovetsko-pol'skaya vstrechadtavda 5 March
35. See, e.g., “Vermerk uber ein Gesprach ddsarodnoi militsii (MO),” Cable No. 94 (SECRET), 27 1981, 1.

situatsii i nastroeniyakh v voevodstvakh yuzhnogo!0SS:" Even Andropov’s statement suggests no more

Generalsekretars des ZK der SED und Vorsitzendéviay 1981, from G. Rudov, Soviet consul-general i'Mark Kramer. a scholar affiiated with the Center for

des Staatsrates der DDR, Erich Honecker, mit Genossiérakow, to the CPSU Secretariat, in TsKhSD, F. 5, OH:

Stefan Olszowski, Mitglied des Politburos und Sekreta4, D. 611, LI. 2-3.
des ZK der Polnischen Vereinigten Arbeiterpartei,” 2@5. Komisja resortowej badajacej dokumentac

November 1980, in SAPMDB, ZPA, J, IV 2/2 A/2363.zwiazana ze stanem wojennym, “O planach

36. “Anlage Nr. 2 zum Protokoll Nr. 48 vom wprowadzenia stanu wojennego,” (Warsaw:
28.11.1980,"in SAPMDB, ZPA, J, IV 2/2-1868, BI. 5. lished report, December 1990), pp. 15-47.
37. For the Soviet Politburo’s assessment of thé6. For a general discussion of Soviet decision-mak
meeting, see “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 1duringthe Brezhnev era, see Harry Gelriidéue, Brezhnev
dekabrya 1980 goda: 1. Ob itogakh vstrechPolitburo and the Decline of Detenigthaca, NY:
rukovodyashchikh deyatelei gosudarstv-uchastniko@ornell University Press, 1984).

Varshavskogo Dogovora, sostoyavsheisyav Moskve4&’. On the contingency plans, see the comments
dekabrya 1980 goda,” 11 December 1980, Rabochaganior officers involved in the planning: Gribko
zapis' (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 59;Doktrina Brezhneva’ i pol'skii krizis nachala 80-kh
LI. 1-3. godov,” 54-55; Dudnik, “Tainy ‘temnoi komnaty’,” 17;
38. “Wir Bruderlander stehen fest’'Der Spiegel and “Misjaskonczona: Wywiad z generalem Wiktore
(Hamburg) 42 (19 October 1992), 95, 97, 99. Dubyninem, dowodca wojsk bylego ZSRR w Polsce
39. “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 29 oktyabry#&azeta wyborczal4-15 March 1992, 8-9. Dubynin
1981 goda: 2. Obitogakh poezdkit. Rusakova K. V. uffered similar, though less detailed, comments in
GDR, ChSSR, VNR i NRB,” 22 October 1981 (Topsubsequentinterview witliovoe vremya7 (July 1992),
Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 42, D. 48, esp. L. 5. 26-27.

40. “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 10 dekabryd8. “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 10 dekabr
1981 goda: K voprosu o polozhenii v Pol'she,” 101981 goda: K voprosu o polozhenii v Pol'she,” 1
December 1981 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Ofdecember 1981 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op.
66, D. 6, LI. 1-11. D. 6, LI. 1-11.

41. *“Vypiska iz protokola No. 210 zasedaniya49. The highly controversial question of whethg
Politbyuro TsK KPSS ot 25 avgusta 1980 goda: Karuzelski sought a military guarantee in Decem
voprosu o polozheniiv Pol'skoi Narodnoi Respublike,”1981 is discussed in much greater detail in my forthco
No. P210/P (TOP SECRET), 25 August 1980, iring CWIHP Working Paper.

TsKhSD, F. 89, F. 42, D. 22. 50. “Zasedanie Politbyuro TsK KPSS 10 dekabr:
42. E.K. LigacheZagadka Gorbachev@®lovosibirsk: 1981 goda,” L. 5.

Interbuk, 1992), 215; N. V. RyzhkoWwerestroika i 51. Ibid.

istoriya predatel’styMoscow: Novosti, 1992), 78-79; 52. Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widziana od srodka
V. A. Medvedev)V komande Gorbacheva: Vzglyad4-5;and Wojciech Zaluska, “Strach generalow: Siwic
iznutri (Moscow: Bylina, 1994), 107-108; and V. A. przed Komisja Odpowiedzialnosci Konstytucyjnej,
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SED EVIDENCE count on us, on our aid, on every form oflent Carter warned Brezhneyv, in a personal
continued from page 121 assistancé (Ibid.) letter on 3 December, to avoid “forcing a
People’s Republic of Poland andinthe CSSR  On 25 November [1980] the SED Polit-solution from outside on the Polish nation.”
in 1968". “In both their essence and theiburo decided to distribute “internal partySimilar warnings came from other NATO
goals, and also partly in their methods, themaaterials” on the Polish crisis. This “infor-governments and from the European Com-
is a striking congruity. The only differencesmation” for the district and county partymunity. Even so, the press secretary for the
are in the priority of demands, the concretleaders and for the heads of the SED CBZPR CC, Josef Klasa, explained on 4 De-
plan of attack, and the timetable for thelepartments was clearly intended to provideember thatthe “. . . Polish communists have
counterrevolutionary offensive.” (ZPA J IV guidelines for agitation and propaganda ithe right and the duty to ask the Soviet Union
2/2/1859, Bl. 56.)The SED was convincedcase intervention was decided upon. (ZPAahd other countries for help in combatting
that the opposition in Poland was seekingv 2/2/1867, Bl. 6-16.) On 26 November,counterrevolution.” (Europa-Archiv. Se-
not only reform, but the outright eliminationHonecker finally appealed to Brezhnev withiies 1981, p. Z6.)
of socialism the urgentrequest “.ta devise measures of ~ On5 December the party and state lead-
This direct comparison with Prague incollective assistance for the Polish friends ters of the Eastern military coalition gathered
1968 was the basis on which the SED Polipermit them to surmount the crigi§ZPA J for their conference in Moscow. They voted
buro would act thereafter, both publicly andV 2/2-1868, BI. 5.) Inthe process, Honeckeagainst intervention in Poland at that time.
privately, in its policy toward its easternpleaded with Brezhnev for a solution to th&@'he Polish leadership’s willingness to resort
neighbors. On 30 September 1980 the SERolish crisis from outside via the Warsawo martial law to overcome the “counter-
Politburo, backed by Brezhnev, urged th@act states: According to information we revolution” played a crucial role in the avoid-
convocation of ameeting of the party leadetsave received through various channelsance of a military attack from outsid&he
of the Warsaw Pact states to consider tlmunterrevolutionary forces in the People’dolish party leader Kania suggested the
Polish question. I§id., Bl. 2.) In so doing Republic of Poland are on the constant ofimposition of a “state of war” as a solution
the SED wanted to set in motion the Warsafensive, and any delay in acting against themo the Polish crisis“. . . a staff set up by the
Pact’s consultative mechanism according twould mean death — the death of socialisolitburo is working under the supervision
the model of Prague 1968. Poland. Yesterday our collective effortof the premier, and this staff is preparing a
The Polish Supreme Court’s decisioimay perhaps have been premature; toddull range of different measures. These
on 11 November 1980 to accept the existhey are essential; and tomorrow they woulthclude, among other things, the question of
ence of the trade union “Solidarity” in War-already be too late It would obviously béntroducing a state of war in Poland. . . .
saw without requiring the “PZPR’s leadingappropriate if we meet together in MoscowPreparations are also under way for an op-
role” to be upheld within the trade unionfor a day right after the plenum of the PZPFReration to arrest the most active supporters
was, for the SED leadership, the point aEC, the decisions of which, in our view, wilbf the counterrevolution. ... We will set up
which the “capitulation” of the PZPR lead-not be able to change the course of eventsspecial groups of the most reliable party
ership had gone so far that intervention frorRoland in any fundamental way 1bid.) members who will, if necessary, be equipped
outside could no longer be avoided. On 20 After Brezhnev reacted positively towith firearms. We have already selected
November Honecker expressed his disaptonecker’s proposal, the SED Politburo met9,000 such party members, and we believe
pointment regarding the weak behavior obn 28 November in a special session ithat by the end of December there will be
the PZPR leadership to the acting PolisBtrausberg—the site of the GDR Defensaround 30,000...." (ZPA JIV 2/2 A-2368.)
ambassador in the GDR, Olszowski, in th#linistry—and authorized the sending ofthe  Even though the assembled party lead-
following way: “Without a doubt this com- letter and, hence, Honecker's suggestionsrs agreed to pursue an internal Polish solu-
promise was an immense setback for everir a session on 2 December the same botlgn, the threat of intervention remained in
one who was still hoping that you coulddecided on the composition of the SE[place. As Bulgarian party leader [Todor]
resolve your problems on your oWwrfZPA delegation for the meeting: Erich HoneckeiZhivkov explained: “. .. Poland must act
JIV 2/2 AI2363.) From the SED Politburo’sWilli Stoph, Hermann Axen, Heinz decisively and must rely on both peaceful
point of view, the situation in Poland in theHoffmann, and Erich Mielke. In addition,and non-peaceful measures. ... If that does
fall of 1980 was already more dire than in théhe outline of the General Secretary’s speectot happen, . . . then the Polish comrades will
CSSRin 1968 under Dubcek. When speakvas approved at this session, and Honeckigave no alternative but to appeal for help
ing with Olszowski, Honecker left no doubtwas given general plenipotentiary authorityfrom their allies. We, too, will have no
aboutthe aggressive stance of the SBNe* (ZPA J IV 2/2/1896, BI. 2.) alternative, neither they nor we. . . IBi¢l.)
do not favor bloodshed. That is only a last Before the meeting of the leaders ofthe  In his Moscow speech Erich Honecker
resort. But even this last resort must b&arsaw Pact states on 5 December in Mogeaffirmed the SED’s willingness to cooper-
applied at certain times. . . . That was oucow, the situation in and around Poland haate in crushing the independent trade union
experience in 1953, and it was also the casmme to a dramatic head. Western observeaad democratic movement in Poland: “. . .
during the 1956 crisis in Hungary and agairexpected that an intervention by the SoviaVe also have a responsibility to our own
in 1968 in Czechoslovakia. Our point ofJnion or by the whole Warsaw Pact woulgpeople and to our friends all over the world.
departureisthat. .. we cannot be indifferertake place on 8 December 1980. MassivEhey count on us to give help to the Polish
to the fate of the People’s Republic of Paroop movements and concentrations coulktbmrades in prevailing over the counter-
land. We will act accordingly. You canbe observed all around Poland. U.S. Presievolution.” (bid.) In addition, he recom-
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mended the violent suppression of the FG—
ish opposition analogous to the crises|of
1953, 1956, and 1968

Referring to economic and military in
terests, Brezhnev emphasized in his syim-
mary report that the situation in Poland
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SOVIET DOCUMENTS ON POLAND mittee as soon as possible in order to work outstrengthening of the socialist legal order.
continued from page 117 detailed, positive program specifying the main ~ —Pay greater attention to the army and

country. The complexity of the struggle againspolicy directions. The program must, in particudevote special attention to the military-political
it stems, in particular, from the fact that thelar, undercut the significance of the demands greparation of soldiers. Use the opportunity to
members of the opposition disguise themselvetie strike committees in Gdansk and Szczecin astractarmy command personnel to perform party-
as defenders of the working class and as laboremuch as possible in the eyes of the workers. kEconomic work as well.

The agreement does not eliminate the unaccordance with materials from the CC plenum, —Adopt necessary measures to expose the
derlying causes of the crisis events; and what isonvene expanded plenary sessions of PZRRlitical nature and designs of the ringleaders of
more, the urgent problems of the Polish economprovincial, city, and county committees, sessionhe opposition.

and Polish society are now becoming more conef the party aktiv [core members and activists—
plicated. ed.], and party meetings at enterprises. 6. In the sphere of the mass media and

Because the opposition intends to continue ~ —Consider the possibility of convening apropaganda, concentrate efforts on the further
the struggle to achieve its aims, and the healthgarty congress, at which a full-scale program dtrengthening of party leadership and supervi-
forces of the party and society cannot acquiesdgction for the party would be worked out, nevsion over these organs. This is especially neces-
in regressive movement by Polish society, thélirectives for the five-year plan would be af-sary when in practice the question has arisen of
compromise that has been achieved will be onlfirmed, and necessary changes in the leadirige “limitation of censorship” and the expansion
temporary in nature. One must bear in mind tha@rgans would be introduced. of access for the anti-socialist forces and the
the opposition is expecting, not without reason, = —An increase in the combativeness of th€hurch to the mass media.
that help will be forthcoming from outside. party in rural locations will require the compre- ~ —In these circumstances it is necessary to

hensive organizational strengthening of the PZPRrovide an elaborate definition of what is permis-

2. Under the pressure of anti-socialist forces;ounty committees, which since the administrasible, having openly declared that the law on the
who have succeeded in leading astray a signiftive reforms of 1975 have been serving in the rolgress forbids any statements against socialism.
cant portion of the working class, the PZPR haf regional committees. —Adopt necessary measures to put an end
to go on the defensive. Ndbe problem is how —Consider the direction for the leadingto the wide circulation of anti-Communist publi-
to prepare a counterattack and reclaim the poswork in party organs carried out by experiencedations, films, and television productions in the
tions that have been lost among the working clagolitical workers of the Polish Army. PPR, and to maintain strict control over the sources
and the people. of information emanating from Poland, including

In launching this counterattack, it would be 4. The reestablishment of the severed linkhe activity of bourgeois journalists.
advisable to use all the capabilities afforded byetween the party and the working class will ~ Strengthen party control over the work of
the ruling party and its strong, healthy core, byequire a fundamental renewal of the activity othe central and local press, over the leaders of
the state apparatus, and by mass social organizhe _trade unions. Do everything necessary tditorial collectives, and above all over the tele-
tions, while showing political flexibility. These prevent the dissolution or disintegration of thevision and radio.
institutions will provide necessary support to theexisting trade unions (CRZZ) and their organiza-  Using the mass media, show that the events
vanguard ranks of the working class. Inthe everitons. Convene as soon as possible the regular @tfPoland have been caused not by any shortcom-
of necessity, it would be advisable to use thé&ongress of the trade unions of Poland, where tiegs of the socialist system per se, but by mistakes
contemplated administrative means. foremost task will be to move the trade unions aand oversights, and also by some objective fac-

The party must give a principled political close as possible to the workers and to earn théars (natural calamities, etc.). Through the mass
evaluation of the August events and must alséull confidence. media, actively and broadly counteract the anti-
accelerate the formulation of its own program of ~ —Put up a defense of the basic principles dPolish and anti-Soviet attacks of hostile propa-
action, which will include steps to improve thethe trade union movement in the conditions of ganda.
life of workers. socialist society. Abide by certain provisionsin ~ Objectively depictthe economic advantages

the agreement with the ZKS and at the same tinfRoland derives from broad cooperation with the

3. Itis necessary to give overriding signifi- adopt all measures to limit and neutralize the#SSR and other fraternal countries. Refute the
cance to the consolidation of the leading role o€ffect of the most dangerous articles in the agreeddely circulated slander that one of the reasons
the party in society. ment. Come forward with bold initiatives of afor the current difficulties in supplying the popu-

social character, which would bolster the authotation of the PPR with consumer goods is the

The current political crisis has sharply weak-ty of the trade unions. shipment of such goods to the countries of social-
ened the influence and authority of the party = —Raise the quality of personnel in tradgsm.
among the working class. In such circumstancegnion organizations by bringing in advanced, FA KKK
one must adopt all necessary measures for iteustworthy workers. Carry outelections oftrade  After expressing a number of points about
organizational and ideological cohesion and fotinion activists before this is done in the so-callethe critical situation that has emerged in the PPR,
the reestablishment of its influence and author:self-managed” trade unions. we would like once again to draw the attention of
ity. —Seek to limit the activity and influence of our Polish friends to the recommendations and

Among some concrete recommendationsthe so-called “self-managed” trade unions amorguggestions that were offered by Comrade L. I.
one might list the following: the masses, a task that will be accomplishéBrezhnev during the discussions in the Crimea

—On an urgent basis, carry out measures tpredominantly by mobilizing public opinion. with E. Gierek both in 1979 and especially on 31
raise the combativeness of all party organizaMove actively in infiltrating the so-called “self- July 1980, as well as to the letter of 21 August
tions, taking account of the lessons of the politiimanaged” trade unions with people devoted tb980 addressed to the PZPR CC.
cal crisis. Act decisively in removing peoplethe party. Of particular importance in today’s situa-
who are clearly alien to the party, while conform- tion are the following suggestions offered by
ing with the specific conditions existing right 5. In_light of the danger created by theComrade L. |. Brezhnev on 31 July 1980:
now in the country. activity of the anti-socialist forces, use state struc- ~ —carry out, along a wide front, work aimed

—Convene a plenum of the Central Com-tures to carry out necessary measures for tla fostering socialist internationalism, while de-
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cisively rebuffing all attempts to use nationalismational and ideological strengthening ofthe party ~ “Solidarity” as a whole and its separate links

in the propagation of anti-socialist and anti-Sdsee attached). are preparing their next attempt to blackmail the
viet sentiments, as well as all attempts to misrep- authorities by setting forth various demands of an
resent the history of Soviet-Polish relations anfdC SECRETARY overwhelmingly political nature. Signs of a strati-
the nature of cooperation between the USSR and fication in the leadership of this trade union
the PPR; On point VII of Prot. No. 7 organization do not yet provide any basis for
—launch relentless counterpropaganda expecting fundamental changes in its general
against the efforts to water down the class content Top Secret orientation. Even if there were to be a schism
of socialist patriotism under the slogan of “All SPECIAL DOSSIER between Walesa and the extremists from KOR-
Poles in the world are brothers,” as well as thio the CPSU CC KOS, Walesa himself and the Catholic clergy
efforts to idealize the pre-revolutionary past of who back him have not the slightest intention of
Poland; and On the Development of the Situation in Polan@asing the pressure onthe PZPR. One also cannot
—in the political struggle against anti-soand Certain Steps on Our Part exclude the possibility that the extremists will
cialist elements, carry out the appropriate attacks seize control over “Solidarity,” with all the con-
against them, rather than merely going on the The internal political crisis in Poland is of asequences that would ensue.
defensive. prolonged nature. To a significant degree the Recently, a new tactical arrangement has
PZPR has lost control over the processes undeeen emerging ever more clearly, around which
3 September 1980 way in society. Atthe same time, “Solidarity” haghe diverse opposition forces are uniting. Despite
been transformed into an organized political forcegalizing that Poland’s geopolitical situation de-
* Rk kK which is able to paralyze the activity of the partyprives them of the opportunity to obstruct the

and state organs and tatke factopower into its country’s participation in the Warsaw Treaty
CPSU CC Politburo Protocol (extract), 23 own hands. Ifthe opposition has not yet done thaBrganization or to encroach on the principle of
April 1981; CPSU CC Politburo Commission thenthatis primarily because of its fear that Sovi¢he leading role of the Communist party, these
Report, “On the Development of the Situation troops would be introduced and because of iferces have clearly decided to undermine the
in Poland and Certain Steps on Our Part,” 16 hopes that it can achieve its aims without blood?ZPR from within, to bring about the party’'s
April 1981; and CPSU CC-Approved Plan of shed and by means of a creeping counterrevoltebirth, and thus to seize power “on a legal basis.”

“Measures to Assist the PZPR [Polish United tion.! As the work of the IX plenum of the PZPR
Workers’ Party] in the Organization and Ideo- Atthe session of the Sejm [Parliament—ed.CC showed, the opportunistic elements have al-
logical Strengthening of the Party” on 10 April, the Polish leadership did not dare toeady succeeded in taking control of local party

raise the matter of decisive actions against th@ganizations of the PZPR and, with their help,
To be returned within 3 days to the CPSU Cénti-socialist forces. The leadership clearly i®eginning to apply pressure on the leadership of

(General Department, 1st sector) unable and does not want to depart from the lirthe party. They will undoubtedly be continuing
Proletarians of all countries, uniteladopted to overcome the crisis with the aid atis subversive work, having sought to transform
political means. the upcoming IX Congress into a central arena for
Communist Party of the Soviet Union True, in the report to the Sejm by Comradéheir struggle for power.
CENTRAL COMMITTEE Jaruzelski there were a number of provisions in  In these circumstances, the need has arisen

the spirit of the recommendations continuallyonce again to assess our view of the Polish
TOP SECRET expressed to the Polish comrades by our sideadership’s policy and to determine more pre-
SPECIAL DOSSIER However, they were put forth not in the form ofcisely which forces we can rely on in the end to
orders, but merely as appeals and suggestiossfeguard the gains of socialism in Poland.
No. P7/VII The compromise nature of the reportis also abun- On the right flank in the PZPR CC are
dantly evident from the fact that it was receivedfficials of arevisionist bent: Fiszbach, Werblan,
To: Comrades Brezhnev, Tikhonovcalmly and did not provoke a confrontation of thdRakowski, Jablonski, etc. Ideologically, they are
Andropov, Gromyko, Suslov, Ustinov,sortthat our friends had feared. close to some of the leaders of “Solidarity” in
Chernenko, Ponomarev, Zimyanin, Kapitonov, Looking upon the results of the Sejm as #heir supportfor a transformation of the socioeco-
Rusakov, Arkhipov, Zamyatin, and Rakhmanimodest butinitial success, Comrade Kania and hi®mic structure of Poland along the lines of the
— whole package; Afanas’ev, V., Lapin, Losewolleagues now are somewhat stepping up thefiugoslav model. In the political sphere they
Pastukhov, Shibaev, Pegov, Tyazhel'nikov, arattions to bolster the authority of the party. Thegupporta “partnership” of various political forces,
Shauro — pt. 2 have given speeches at a number of large indusposition coinciding with the “Eurocommunists”
trial enterprises and have held a meeting witand the social-democratic ideas of pluralism.
Extract from Protocol No. 7 of the session of theorkers and peasants and members of the PZPR These officials rely on the support of the
CPSU CC Politburo CC. On 25 April a regular plenum of the CC is tparty organizations that have fallen under the
on 23 April 1981 be held. The preparation of documents is undarfluence of “Solidarity.” One cannot exclude
way for the IX Congress of the PZPR, which musthe possibility that under present conditions they
be held by 20 July of this year. Certain steps axeill be able to bring many of their supporters into
Onthe development of the situation in Poland ameing taken by the government with the aim ofhe PZPR Congress and exert fundamental influ-
certain steps on our part. somehow rectifying the situation in the economyence on the formation of the leading organs of the
Despite thisitis obvious to everyone that th@arty. They, apparently, are trying to achieve
1. To approve the ideas put forth in the notall following the session of the Sejm is ephemeonspicuous changes in the PZPR leadership
of the CPSU CC Politburo Commission on theral. The opponent has gone along with it purelgven as soon as the PZPR CC plenum.
Polish question (see attached). out of tactical considerations, while continuingto  The left flank is represented by such Com-
2. To affirm a plan of measures to lenghount his forces for the infliction of new strikesmunists as Grabski, Zabinski, Olszowski,
assistance to the PZPR leadership in the orgaagainst the party. Kociolek, and others. The positions adopted by
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these comrades in the ideological sphere armecisive actions to overcome the crisis and predditional measures to assist the PZPR leader-
closest to our own. They express the sentimengerve Poland as a socialist country friendly to thehip in strengthening the party both organization-

of the members of the party who consistentiySoviet Union. ally and ideologically.
support socialism and friendship with the Soviet =~ —Strongly recommend to our friends thatin
Union, and who oppose revisionist excesses arttle first instance they must achieve unity and K. Chernenko
demand resolute action against “Solidarity.”stability in the leadership of the PZPR, defending Yu. Andropov
Overall they are backed by the old members dhe comrades who have become the main targets A. Gromyko
the party, who were brought up in the school obf attack by the opposition and by the enemies of D. Ustinov
war and in the class struggle that marked the firstocialism (Grabski, Zabinski, Olszowski, K. Rusakov
stages of the establishment of People’s Poland&ociolek, et al). In turn, help these comrades I. Arkhipov
Unfortunately, representatives of this pointrecognize the necessity of supporting Comrades L. Zamyatin

of view are now far from a majority. One gets theKania and Jaruzelski, of behaving more flexibly,
impression that they believe the solution to thend of not openly opposing slogans of “socialist6 April 1981
crisis will come only through a frontal attack onrenewal.” It is important that they strike at the
“Solidarity,” without taking account of the cur- enemies of socialism without implying that “Soli-
rent correlation of forces. In espousing this viewdarity” as a whole is identical to the hostile forces

they do not believe there is a possibility ofthat exist within the organization. Regarding point VII of Prot. No. 7
rectifying the situation without the introduction —Direct the attention of Polish leaders to
of Soviet troops. Such a position is objectivelythe necessity of carefully preparing for the 1X Top Secret

leading them to become more and more isolatedZPR Congress. Get them to struggle for an

in both the party and the country. Substantiahmple contingent of healthy forces at the ConSET OF MEASURES TO ASSIST THE PZPR
efforts will be required (if indeed they are still gress and to take an active role in this regard WithEADERSHIP IN THEORGANIZATIONAL
possible) to get them elected to the Congress attide party organizations of large state enterprisesAND IDEOLOGICAL STRENGTHENING

have them join the leading organs. —Recommend to the Polish comrades that OF THE PARTY
In effect, Comrades Kania and Jaruzelskthey bind “Solidarity” in every way possible to
occupy a centrist position. In the difficult situa-the resolution of productive matters, while limit- Dispatch a working group from the CPSU

tion that emerged after August of last year, theyng its political activity. To this end, they shouldCC Department for Organizational-Party Work
turned out to be proponents of the sentiments thatcelerate the adoption of laws on economio the PPR in May and June 1981 for consulta-
gained sway in the party and the country in favoreform and trade unions. tions on matters concerning preparations for the
ofresolving the ongoing acute problemsby means  —Actively exploit the discernible fragmen- Extraordinary 1X Congress of the PZPR.
of dialogue and an agreement with “Solidarity."tation among the leaders of “Solidarity,” disrupt ~ The CPSU CC Department, and the depart-
The subsequent period showed that Kania artthe anti-socialist and anti-national activity ofments for organizational-party work, propaganda,
Jaruzelski, while referring to the necessity of/KOS-KOR and its leaders, and bring about thand foreign policy propaganda of the CPSU CC,
protecting the gains of socialism in Poland, purisolation of these counterrevolutionaries. Adopare to analyze the draft theses for the PZPR
sued this course passively and hesitantly, maldecisive measures against attempts to stir upGongress, the draft PZPR statutes, and the drafts
ing numerous concessions in favor of “Solidarwave of anti-Sovietism in the country. of other documents, as well as the status of
ity.” They have displayed insufficient firmness Induce the Polish leadership to maintairorganizational preparations for the Congress, and
and steadfastness in the struggle against tlmnstant watch over the state of the army amshould relay appropriate recommendations to the
counterrevolutionary forces. In their view, de-Internal Affairs Ministry organs, including their CPSU CC.
votion to socialism is compatible with the na-morale, political stability, and readiness to fulfill Receive a delegation from the PZPR CC
tionalist idea that was circulated during Gierek’sheir duty in defense of socialism. It is essentidDrganizational Department in April-May 1981,
time, namely, that “a Pole can always reachtio support the Internal Affairs Ministry leader-as provided for under the plan for interparty ties
agreement with other Poles.” This has led noship, and Milewski personally, and to avoid anyn 1981.
only to an unjustified policy of concessions to thdet-up in the actions carried out by the police to  Prepare invitations to working groups of top
demands of “Solidarity,” but also to a panic-preserve public order. officials from PZPR CC departments to come to
ridden fear of confronting “Solidarity” and a —As adeterrentto counterrevolution, maxithe USSR for consultations, which the Polish
deep-rooted anxiety that Soviet troops will bemally exploit the fears of internal reactionariexomrades are very interested in holding.
sentin. and international imperialism that the Soviet In accordance with the desire of the Polish
At the same time, Kania and JaruzelskiUnion might send its troops into Poland. Irleadership, party officials representing local party
want to maintain friendship with the Soviet Unionforeign policy statements, emphasize what wasrgans will be sent to Poland in May and June
and to uphold Poland’s obligations to the Warsaid by Comrade L. I. Brezhnev at the XXVI1981. The initial delegations will be sent from the
saw Pact. Both of them, especially JaruzelskiCPSU Congress about our resolve to stick up fareningrad, Ivanovo, Smolensk, Donetsk,

enjoy authority in the country. At present, theré?oland and not to leave it in the lurch. Zaporozhe, Lvov, Kharkov, Cherkassk,
are in fact no other officials who might take over —Given the exceptionally difficult eco- Grodnensk, and Mogilev oblast party commit-
the party and state leadership. nomic situation in the PPR, continue to extentkes.

In light of all that has just been said, it istimely assistance while simultaneously doing In the event of confirmation of an appropri-
imperative to pursue the following course ofeverything possible to step up propaganda aboate request from the PZPR CC, give further
action in the immediate future: this matter so that every Pole will know howconsideration to the question of accepting middle-

—Continue to offer political support to much his country depends on Soviet help anahd lower-ranking PZPR officials (up to 500 of
Comrades Kania and Jaruzelski, who, despitsupport. them) at the CPSU CC Academy of Social Sci-
their well-known waffling, are in favor of de- Along with these general recommendationggnces and also at the Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev,
fending socialism. At the same time, constantlye are, in accordance with our instructions (PEnd Minsk higher party schools.
demand that they pursue more significant an®1ll from 12 March 1981), presenting a plan of The CPSU CC Department for organiza-
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tional-party work and the CPSU CC Departmer@ctober of this year. believed so. We long ago spoke about this to our
are to hold a conference in May-June 1981 for friends.
representatives from corresponding oblast and L. BREZHNEV W. JARUZELSKI. And for that reason |
municipal committees of the CPSU to discuss consented. | willdoall | can, Leonid llyich, both
urgent questions of ties between local party ot9 October 1981 as a Communist and as a soldier, to improve
gans of the CPSU and PZPR. things and to achieve a turnaround in the situation

By agreement with the PZPR CC, send to in the country and in our party. | understand and
Poland in May-June 1981 a group of senior fully agree with you that one of the crucial things
officials from the central council of the branch Secret  rightnow s the selection of leadership both in the
trade unions headed by the secretary of the All- party and in the government. And for that reason
Union Central Trade Union Council, who will NOTES FROM A TELEPHONE | deferred any final resolution of personnel mat-
familiarize themselves with the state of affairs in CONVERSATION ters until the next plenum, which we will be
the Polish trade union movement and make obetween Comrade L. |. Brezhnev and Comradeolding within several days. This way, | can
site studies of the opportunities for political supA/. Jaruzelski think carefully about these matters and consult
port of the branch trade unions and for increased with others, ending up with a comprehensive
cooperation between them and the Soviet trade 19 October 1981 decision and not simply scattered personnel
unions. changes.

Instruct the CPSU Komsomol CC to present The Kremlin L. I. BREZHNEV. Personnel matters are
a set of measures by 5 May 1981 on ways to very important both at the center and in the
strengthen our influence within the youth move- L. |. BREZHNEV. Hello, Wojciech. outlying regions.
ment in Poland. W. JARUZELSKI. Hello, my dear, deeply W. JARUZELSKI. This issue will be re-

The Union of Soviet Societies of Friendshigsteemed Leonid llyich. solved in the outlying regions as well. Of course

and Cultural Ties with Foreign Countries, the L. |. BREZHNEV. Dear Wojciech, we al- this must occur in parallel with the strengthening
Soviet Veterans’ Committee, and the Committeeady sent you an official greeting, but | wanted tof the party in the spirit of a stepped-up struggle.
of Soviet Women are to continue pursuing the sebngratulate you personally on your election tdn the appropriate situation we must apply deci-
of measures agreed on with the native Polishe post of First Secretary of the PZPR CC.  sive actions in order to wage battle where we are
organizations and to offer them the necessary It was appropriate of you to give your con-confident of achieving success.
help. sent to such a decision. In the PZPR right now I'm now heading over to a session of the
Taking account of the complex situation irthere is no other individual whose authority iMilitary Council of the Armed Forces at the
the creative unions of the PPR, the Unions efjual to yours; this is evident from the results dflinistry of Defense. There | will also be putting
Writers, Journalists, Composers, Artists, and Filnthe vote at the plenum. We understand that vefgrth appropriate tasks. We will broadly include
makers of the USSR are to carry out exchangéifficult tasks now stand before you. But we arghe army in all spheres of the life of the country.
with them via party organizations. convinced that you will cope with them and will Yesterday, after the plenum, | held a meet-
Send a group from the USSR State Commitio everything to overcome the severe ailmeniag with the first secretaries of the provincial
tee on Television and Radio (headed by the chaafflicting your country. committees and said that they should not take
man of the committee, Comrade Lapin) to the Ithink, right now, as it seems to me, the mosimbrage at the fact that we will be including
PPR in May 1981 for consultations regardingnportant thing is for you to gather around yourpeople from the armed forces in the implementa-
Soviet broadcasts to the PPR and the refinemeetf some reliable assistants from the ranks ¢ibn of certain processes and will be expanding
of plans for cooperation in 1981. committed and worthy Communists and to rallymeetings between the officer corps and the work-
In April-May 1981 the editors of the newsthem, spurring the whole party into action andhg class in order to exert direct influence on the
papers “Pravda,” “Izvestiya,” and “Trud” are tdnstilling it with the spirit of struggle. This, in the workers and shield them from the influence of
send a group of publicists (1 or more) to Polanieral sense of the word, is the key to success.“Solidarity.” Of course, we are not changing our
to prepare materials, including exposés and de- And, of course, itis important, without wast-general direction in the sense that we are strug-
nunciations, about the activity of anti-socialising time, to take the decisive measures you intergling to win back to our side the healthy forces of

forces. to use against the counterrevolution. We hope nation who have gone astray and joined “Soli-
that everyone now, both in Poland and abroadarity,” and simultaneously we will be combat-
*okokok ok will sense that things in your country will moveting the adversary and, of course, doing soin such
along differently. a way that it will produce results.
Brezhnev-Jaruzelski Telephone We wish you good health and success! Today | am meeting with your ambassador.
Conversation, 19 October 1981 W. JARUZELSKI. Thank you very much, | will try to go over certain questions with him in

dear Leonid llyich, for the greeting and above alyreater detail and will be asking for your sugges-
To be returned  Distributed to the members for the confidence you have in me. | want to tellions on some questions which he, no doubt, will
to the CPSU CC of theCPSU CC Palitburo, you frankly that | had some inner misgivingsconvey to yod.
(General Depart- members of the CPSU CC about accepting this post and agreed to do so only  In keeping you informed of all the decisions
ment, 1st sector) Politburo,and CPSU CC  because | knew that you support me and that youe reach, we will simultaneously let you know
No. P1942 secretaries were in favor of this decision. If this had not beemvhat has motivated our decision-making in par-
so, | never would have agreed to it. This is a vetycular cases.
burdensome and very difficult task in such a  Right now the greatest complications in our
complicated situation in the country, in which Icountry arise from the situation at the market. In
To the CPSU CC now find myself both as prime minister and agonnection with this we have been experiencing
minister of defense. But | understand that this imiany strikes and protests, some organized by
I am conveying notes from a telephone comroper and necessary if you personally believe stSolidarity” and others that are simply elemental.
versation with Comrade W. Jaruzelski on 19 L. I. BREZHNEV. Wojciech, we long ago This very much complicates efforts to carry out




CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY ProOJECTBULLETIN 133

measures that must be implemented and compli- The CPSU CC Department and the USSRou agreed that you needed to choose reliable
cates our work, since the mood in society ig-oreign Ministry are to set forth recommendaassistants from among the ranks of staunch and
indifferent. But we will be trying to do every- tions concerning organizational measures comevoted Communists and to spur the whole party

thing possible to improve the situation. nected with the reception of a Polish delegation iimto motion, having instilled it with the spirit of
This is what | wanted initially to convey to the USSR. struggle and then, without losing any time, resort-
you and to keep you informed about. ing to active measures against the counterrevolu-
Once again | want to thank you very muchCC SECRETARY tion.
for your kind words. “It's obvious that the fundamental question
L. I. BREZHNEV. 1 again wish you, now is the struggle for the hearts and minds of the
Wojciech, the best of health and the best oRegarding point 21 of Prot. No. 37 masses. However, one gets the impression that a
success. turnaround on this matter has so far not been
W.JARUZELSKI. Thank you. Good-bye. Secret achieved. The anti-socialist forces not only are
gaining sway in many large industrial enter-
* ok ok ko WARSAW prises, but are also continuing to spread their
influence among ever wider segments of the
CPSU CC Politburo Protocol (extract) and SOVIET AMBASSADOR population. Worse yet, the leaders of ‘Solidarity’
Text of Oral Message from Brezhnev to and the counterrevolutionaries are still appearing
Jaruzelski, 21 November 1981 Pay a visit to Comrade W. Jaruzelski andpefore various audiences and making openly in-
citing your instructions, transmit to him the fol-flammatory speeches aimed at stirring up nation-
To be returned within 3 days to the lowing oral message from Comrade L. lalist passions and directed against the PZPR and
CPSU CC (General Department, 1st sector) Brezhnev: against socialism. The direct consequence of this
Proletarians of all countries, unite! “Esteemed Comrade Jaruzelski! hostile activity is the dangerous growth of anti-
“We have attentively considered your pro-Sovietism in Poland.
Communist Party of the Soviet Union posal to visit Moscow at the head of a party-state ~ “It seems to us that you now must mobilize
CENTRAL COMMITTEE delegation that would include the heads of ththe entire party in the struggle to win the hearts
TOP SECRET parties allied with the PZPR, and we agree with iand minds of people by coming forth with a
No. P37/21 As far as the timeframe is concerned, the visfirecise and clear program for resolving the crisis,
might take place on 14-15 December, assumiray program that will convince everyone of its
To: Comrades Brezhnev, Tikhonov, of course that this is suitable for you. appropriateness. In other words, you must seek
Andropov, Gromykov, Suslov, Ustinov, “In the meantime, because several weekanew to gain the confidence of ordinary workers,
Ponomarev, Rusakov, Arkhipov, Baibakov,still remain before the meeting, | decided tas was done by the Communists during the years
Zamyatin, and Smirtyukov. transmit to you through Comrade Aristov somef the founding of popular rule. Of great impor-

thoughts about urgent matters pertaining to thance in this effort will be regular meetings by
Extract from Protocol No. 37 of the session of thesituation in Poland, which remains a cause déading officials from the PZPR aktiv with labor
CPSU CC Politburo serious anxiety for us. collectives, especially collectives at large state
on 21 November 1981 “lamrevealing no secrets when | say that wenterprises, which the enemy has succeeded in
greeted your election as PZPR CC First Secretamansforming into its bastions. This is so not just
with great hopes. We were aware that earlier in the capital. And, of course, the struggle for the
On the reception in the USSR of a party-stat¢he struggle against the anti-socialist forces yotearts and minds of the masses will not achieve
delegation from the PPR and an oral messagss the chairman of the Council of Ministers, weréhe necessary results if the current party leader-
from Comrade L. |I. Brezhnev to Comrade W.inhibited by the political indecisiveness of theship is not supported by the mass media and if the
Jaruzelski. party leadership. Now this obstacle has beeadversary, as before, is given unhindered oppor-

eliminated. The 4th plenum of the PZPR CQunity to disseminate his hostile propaganda.

1. To affirm the text of an oral messagedirectly linked the decision to change the First  “I'd now like to broach another matter.
from Comrade L. |. Brezhnev, who instructed theSecretary with the necessity for urgent measur&ecently in Poland a lot has been written about
Soviet ambassador in Poland to transmit it t@o salvage socialism in Poland. your meeting with Glemp and Walesa. Some call
Comrade W. Jaruzelski (see attached). “When | congratulated you over the phoneit historic and see in it the beginning of a turn

2. To acknowledge the desirability of re-1 was pleased to hear that one of the reasons yaway from chaos toward social tranquility. As
ceiving in the USSR a party-state delegatiohad agreed to take on the responsible post wk know, the results of the meeting were posi-
from the PPR headed by Comrade W. JaruzelsBZPR leader at such a critical juncture was thévely evaluated by the Politburo and the PPR
on 14-15 December 1981. confidence you felt we had in you. | mentionedjovernment.

To affirm the composition of the Soviet this to my comrades, and our hope strengthened “We understand, of course, that by propos-
delegation at the talks with the Polish delegationeven more that in you we had finally foundng at this meeting, in the form of a critical
Comrades L. I. Brezhnev (head of the delegasomeone who thinks as we do and who will be aquestion, the creation of a ‘Front of National
tion), M. A. Suslov, Yu. V. Andropov, A. A. ally in one of the most trying phases of theé\ccord,’ you are pursuing a number of tactical
Gromyko, N. A. Tikhonov, D. F. Ustinov, K. U. struggle againstimperialism, as is now occurringbjectives, above all the widening of public sup-
Chernenko, and K. V. Rusakov. in Poland. port for the regime and the fragmentation of the

3. By 1 December the CPSU CC Depart- “You'll recall that during the phone conver-top levels of ‘Solidarity.” But how far can one
ment, the USSR Foreign Ministry, the Defensesation | expressed my hope that people now, botbally go with such agreements without the threat
Ministry, the USSR KGB, and USSR Gosplanin Poland and abroad, would sense that things @f losing control over the situation? Indeed,
are to prepare all necessary materials for the talk@ur country were finally headed on a differentren’t the class enemies trying to instill the ‘Front
with the Polish party-state delegations, includcourse. We spoke then about the essential pi&- National Accord’ with political content that
ing a draft communiqué for the press. conditions for a turnabout in the situation, andvould bolster their idea of, at a minimum, attain-
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ing a division of power among the PZPR, ‘Soliplaces openly, preparing for a decisive onslaughtersonnel. | am convinced that by working with

darity,” and the church, with the result that sociakre now seeking to time it for the moment whegour comrades who are oriented toward the “left-

ism would collapse. It is also clear that they athey will have an overwhelming advantage. Insts,” and by giving them your support, you will

exploiting their current influence among thearticular, they are placing great stakes on the fafind that it is precisely these people who provide

masses to establish a huge advantage in the that a new group of recruits will be entering the sound basis for the struggle to overcome the

coming elections for the national councils, thusrmy who have been worked on by ‘Solidartty.’ crisis.

continuing their path toward the legal seizure &oesn’t this suggest to you that a failure to take  “Esteemed Wojciech Wladyslawovich!

power in the country. harsh measures against the counterrevolution rigHaving raised, for your benefit, several matters
“This, it seems to me, implies that it will beaway will cost you invaluable time? that are troubling us, and having offered you my

fundamentally important for the leading role of  “The key question is howto isolate the sworrviews, | naturally have left aside a number of

the PZPR to be greatly strengthened in the ‘Froememies of socialism. Until that is done, nothingroblems that can be considered during a face-to-

of National Accord,” as well as for the particiwill change. Moreover, such an overtly counterface meeting.

pants in the Front to recognize the PPR Constittevolutionary organization as the ‘Confederation

tion, socialism, and Poland’s international allifor an Independent Poland’ (KPN) is enlisting L. BREZHNEV”

ances. Will these things be done in the Statutesw supporters and is able to function legally. It's

and other documents of the Front, and moodvious that this has been possible because the Confirm transmittal by telegram.

important will they be guaranteed in practicefarty is in fact losing control over the judicial

What do you propose to do about the elections forgans, as is evident from the whole episode with *ok ok ok ok
local organs of power, bearing in mind the risk dhe trial of Moczulski and the other leaders of
the party’s destruction? KPN. CPSU CC Politburo transcript,
“In this connection another urgent matter  “I want to share with you some thoughts 10 December 1981
arises. During many of our discussions we haebout one further matter of great urgency. It's
emphasized the same theme over and over: Blvious that any actions in defense of socialism Top Secret
are not opposed to agreements. But such agrdemand in the first instance a vigorous struggle Single Copy
ments must not make concessions to the enenfi@sthe Marxist-Leninist character of the PZPR (Working Notes)

of socialism. And the key thing is that thend an increase in its combat readiness. After the
agreements must not become ends in themselvés. plenum of the PZPR CC, signs began t8ESSION OF THE CPSU CC POLITBURO
Along with measures you take to gain suppoappear thatthe party organizations were springing
among the popular masses and the different gmck tolife. Itisimportantto step up thiswork and 10 December 1981
litical forces, you must also take decisive actionte prevent the local Communists from falling
against the sworn enemies of the popular ordéack into their state of passivity and hopelessned2resided over by Comrade L. |. BREZHNEV.
You agreed with this way of framing the questioAnd for this what is needed most of all is for the
and spoke yourself about your intention of strugnembers of the party to be able to believe thatlso taking part: Comrades Yu. V. Andropov, V.
gling for the hearts and minds of the workersords and deeds will no longer diverge, and that. Grishin, A. A. Gromyko, A. P. Kirilenko, A.
while at the same time attacking the class enentlye leadership is intent on firmly and consistentlfa. Pel'she, M. A. Suslov, D. F. Ustinov, K. U.
“But now the impression emerges that you'ranplementing decisions that have been adopte@hernenko, P. N. Demichev, B. N. Ponomareyv,
focusing only on the first part of this two-part ~ “The strengthening of the PZPR dependdl. S. Solomentsev, I. V. Kapitonov, V. |. Dolgikh,
formula. We know that there are still people ialso on a clear-cut line with regard to differenK. V. Rusakov.
the leadership of your party who are still pinningurrents of thought among its ranks. In your
all their hopes on a continuation of the bankrupbuntry some have argued that there now exist On the guestion of the situation in Poland
course of Kania. It would be dangerous to suthiree basic directions in the party—the left, the
cumb to their entreaties. Itis now absolutely cleaght, and the center—and they have recommended BREZHNEV. This question is not listed on
that without a resolute struggle against the clage severance of all ties with the leftists andur agenda. But I think that the session of the
enemy, it will be impossible to save socialism irightists, leaving them completely isolated by th&olitburo should begin with this matter, since we
Poland. The essential question is mbitether force of the blows. This is a dangerous reconfiave specially dispatched Comrades [Head of
there will be a confrontation or not, but who willmnendation. Who is it, after all, that is beingGosplan Nikolai] Baibakov and [Warsaw Pact
begin it and by what means it will be carried oubranded “leftists” or “hardliners”? Why, the Commander-in-Chief Marshal Viktor] Kulikov
as well as who will seize the initiative. Communists who have long been supportive db Poland to meet with the Polish comrades and
“I'd like to emphasize that when we speaMarxist-Leninist positions, while in no way dis- go over certain matters of the utmost urgency. On
about a confrontation, we believe it is contingembissing the need to rectify mistakes and disto8 December, Comrade Kulikov provided us with
on a struggle to lure back to the side of the PZRRns that have been committed. And who are thiaformation about the discussions he held in
the workers and toiling masses who have fallawo-called rightists? These are the people wh&arsaw, and yesterday, 9 December, Comrade
under the influence of ‘Solidarity’ and who nowespouse revisionist views and ultimately becomBaibakov communicated from Warsaw that he
occupy a passive position and bide their timejyembers of ‘Solidarity.’ Itis clear that any sort othad held a discussion with Comrade Jaruzelski.
waiting for things to sort themselves out at thactions against staunch Communists would Hérom these meetings and subsequent discussions
top# suicide for the PZPR as a Communist party. Anbeld by Comrade Baibakov, it is apparent that the
“Youand I, Wojciech Wladyslawovich, haveit is just as clear that until you get rid of thePolish comrades hope to receive roughly 1.5
both experienced war and we know that threvisionists, including the ones in the party leadbillion dollars’ worth of additional supplies and
strategy of fighting is crucially dependent on thership who are trying to uphold the previousnaterials fromthe USSR and other socialist coun-
question of time. This is directly related to theapitulationist line, they will weigh on you like atries in the first quarter of the coming yéarhis
adverse situation that has now emerged in Feeavy burden. will include iron ore, non-ferrous metals, fertil-
land. The leaders of the anti-socialist forces, who “I believe these considerations provide thézer, oil, tires, grain, etc.
long ago were already gradually, and in somey to a solution of the mounting problems with In making this request, as you see, the Polish
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comrades have in mind that shipments of good&rm producé. rectly described the situation regarding the Polish

from the USSR to Poland in 1982 will be main- If we speak, for example, about reserves afconomy. What, then, should we be doing now?

tained at the level of 1981. Comrade Baibakograin, then Poland this year has accumulatdtlseems to me that we should deliver to Poland

assured his interlocutors that all their requestmore than 2 million tons. The population is nothe goods provided for under the economic agree-

would be considered in Moscow. going hungry. Urban dwellers ride out to thements, butthat these deliveries should not exceed
Perhaps it would behoove us nowto instructarkets and buy up all they products they neethe quantity of goods we delivered in the first

Comrades Tikhonov, Kirilenko, Dolgikh, And there are ample supplies of them. quarter of last year.

Skachkov, and Arkhipov to continue studying Asis known, by the Politburo’s decision and

this matter, taking account of the exchange oét the request of the Polish comrades, we are BREZHNEV. And are we able to give this

opinions, but without waiting for a final agree- providing Poland with an aid shipment of 30much now?

ment. thousand tons of meat. Of these promised 30
And now let's hear what Comrade Baibakovthousand tons, 15 thousand have already been BAIBAKOQOV. Leonid llyich, it can be given
has to say. shipped abroad. It should be added that thenly by drawing on state reserves or at the ex-

produce, in this case meat, is being delivered pense of deliveries to the internal market.

BAIBAKOV. In accordance with the dirty, unsanitary freight cars normally used to
Politburo’s instructions, | traveled to Warsaw. Itransportiron ore, making foran unpleasantsight. RUSAKOV. The day before yesterday they
met there with all the comrades whom it wasDuring the transport of this produce to the Polishad a conference of secretaries from the provin-
necessary for me to see about the matters spestations, genuine sabotage has been taking placel committees. As Comrade Aristaeported,
fied in my instructions. Poles have been expressing highly obscene cothe secretaries of the provincial committees are

Firstof all | had a discussion with the deputyments about the Soviet Union and the Sovietompletely baffled by Jaruzelski's speech, which
chairman of the Council of Ministers, Comradepeople, have refused to clean out the freight caidid not present a clear, straightforward line. No
Obodowski. During this discussion, the Polishetc. One couldn’t even begin to keep count of atine knows what will happen over the next few
comrades raised the question of economic assithe insults that have been directed against us.days. There was a conversation about “Operation
tance. | sentan encrypted cable back here outlin-  Viewing the situation from the standpoint ofX.” At first, they said it would be on the night of
ing the Polish request. the balance of payments, the Poles want to intré1-12 December, and then this was changed to

One must say that the list of goods includedluce a moratorium on the payment of their debt the night of 12-13. And now they're already
in the assistance from us to the PPR comes to 350estern countries. If they declare a moratoriunsaying it won’t be until around the 20th. What is
items worth some 1.4 billion rubles. This in-then all Polish vessels in the waters of other stateavisaged is that the chairman of the State Coun-
cludes such goods as 2 million tons of grains, 26r in harbor, and all other Polish property in theil, Jablonski, will appear on radio and television
thousand tons of meat, 625 thousand tons of irotountries to which Poland owes debts, will be&nd declare the introduction of martial law. At
ore, and many other goods. The requests madeized. For this reason the Poles have givéine same time, Jaruzelski said that the law on the
by the Polish comrades, combined with what wénstructions to the captains of ships to refraiintroduction of martial law can be implemented
had already been thinking about giving Poland ifirom entering ports and to stay in neutral watergnly after it is considered by the Sejm, and the
1982, means that the total assistance to the Polish  Now | will offer several words about my next session of the Sejm is not scheduled until 15
People’s Republic will be approximately 4.4discussion with Comrade Jaruzelski. He reaf>ecember. Thus, everything has become very
billion rubles. firmed the request made earlier by Obodowsldiomplicated. The agenda of the Sejm has already

The time is now approaching when Polandegarding the delivery of goods. Then in théeen published, and it makes no mention of the
will have to pay for its credits from West Euro- evening | again went to Jaruzelski’'s office, acintroduction of martial law. But even if the
pean countries. For this, Poland will be requiredompanied by our ambassador and Comrad@vernment does intend to introduce martial law,
to pay a minimum of 2.8 million rubles’ worth of Kulikov. Also taking partin this discussion were"Solidarity” knows this very well and, for its part,
hard currency. When | was told by the PolistObodowski and the PZPR CC secretary whbas been preparing all necessary measures to
comrades that they are requesting the amouhtandles these matters. Jaruzelski was in a highdgpe with that.
that all this assistance comes to, | raised thagitated state. It seemed that he had been deeply Jaruzelski himself says that he intends to
question of how to establish mutual economidisturbed by the letter from the head of the Polistieliver an address to the Polish nation. Butin his
ties on a balanced basis. Moreover, | noticed th&atholic Church, Archbishop Glemp, who, as isddress he won't be speaking about the party.
Polish industry is not even coming close toknown, promised to declare a holy war againghstead he will appeal to Polish nationalist senti-
fulfilling its plan. The coal industry, which is the the Polish authorities. True, Jaruzelski promptlynents. Jaruzelski has talked about the need to
country’s basic means of earning hard currencyesponded that in the event of untoward activitigsroclaim a military dictatorship, of the sort that
has been severely disrupted, and remedial mehy “Solidarity,” they will detain all hostile ele- existed under PilsudsK. He indicated that the
sures have not been implemented as strikes coments. Poles will accept this more readily than some-
tinue. And even now, when there are no strikes, As far as the party organizations are corthing else.
the mining of coal remains at a very low level. cerned, they are ruined and inactive in the outly-  As far as officials like Olszowski are con-

Or, for example, let’s say that production ising regions. And with regard to the party as aerned, they recently have begun to act more
going on among the peasantry, with grain, meawhole, Jaruzelski said that in essence it no longdecisively; and one might add that at the session
products, vegetables, etc. Butthey aren’t givingxists. The country is being destroyed, and thaf the Politburo where the decision was made to
any of itto the state; they're just playing a waitingoutlying regions are not receiving any sort ofntroduce martial law and adopt more resolute
game. Atthe private markets the level of agriculreinforcement, because the Central Committameasures against extremist figures in “Solidar-
tural trade is sufficiently high and is being car-and government are not giving firm and clear-cuity,” the vote was unanimous and no one ex-
ried out at very inflated prices. instructions. Jaruzelski himself has been trangressed a word of oppositiéhAt the same time,

| said directly to the Polish comrades thatformed into a man who is extremely neurotic andaruzelski intends to keep in close touch about
they must adopt more decisive measures if sudtiffident about his abilities. this matter with his allies. He says that if the
a situation has arisen. Perhaps they can launch Polish forces are unable to cope with the resis-
something in the nature of a requisitioning of RUSAKOV. Comrade Baibakov has cor-tance put up by “Solidarity,” the Polish comrades
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hope to receive assistance from other countriespuld say even more than that, he is raising theed review of the situation in Poland. You might
up to and including the introduction of armedjuestion, albeit indirectly, of receiving military even say this review was more spirited than any
forces on the territory of Poland. Jaruzelski isssistance as well. we’ve had before. This is because atthe moment
basing this hope on the speech by Comrade Now, if you look at the list of goods we arewe ourselves don’t know what direction the events
Kulikov, who reportedly said that the USSR angbroviding to the Polish comrades, we can cann Poland will take. The Polish leadership itself
other socialist countries would indeed give assislidly say that serious doubts arise about thgenses that power is slipping from its grasp.
tance to Poland with their armed forces. Hownecessity of supplying these products. For exania and Jaruzelski, you know, counted on their
ever, as far as | know, Comrade Kulikov did noample, what is the connection between the suability to rely on the neutrals. But now there is no
say this directly, but merely repeated the wordsess of “Operation X" and the delivery of fertil-such opportunity, there are nolonger any neutrals.
voiced earlier by L. |. Brezhnev about our deterizer and certain other goods? In connection withhe position is defined sufficiently clearly: “Soli-
mination not to leave Poland in the lurch. this | would say that our position, as it wadarity” has proven to be a patently counterrevo-
If we consider what is going on in the prov-formulated earlier during the previous session dfitionary organization which aspires to come to
inces, one must candidly say that the strength tife Politburo and was expressed even earlier @ower and which has openly declared its inten-
the party organizations there has been completedgveral occasions by Leonid llyich, is entirelytion to seize power. The Polish leadership must
dissipated. To a certain degree the administratie®rrect, and we must not departfromitatalh  decide the question: Either it relinquishes its
apparatus there is still functioning, but in effecother words, we support the position of internapositions by failing to adopt decisive measures,
all power has now been transferred to the handstidnalist assistance, and we are alarmed by tloe it adopts decisive measures by introducing
“Solidarity.” In his recent statements, Jaruzelsksituation unfolding in Poland; but as far as “Op#matrtial law, isolating the extremists of “Solidar-
is apparently trying to pull the wool over our eyesgration X" is concerned, that must entirely andty,” and restoring public order. There is no other
because his words fail to reflect a proper analysisnequivocally be decided by the Polish comradesdternative.
If the Polish comrades don'’t quickly get orgathemselves. Whatever they decide is what will ~ What should our position be toward the
nized, prepare themselves, and resist the obe. We will notinsist on any specific course, an®olish events? | fully agree with what was
slaught of “Solidarity,” they will have no successwe will not dissuade them from pursuing whatlready said here by the comrades. We can say to
at all in improving the situation in Poland. they decide. the Poles that we view the Polish events with
As far as economic assistance is concernednderstanding. There is no basis whatsoever for
ANDROPOQV. From the discussions withit will of course be difficult for us to undertake us to alter this measured formulation in any way.
Jaruzelskiit's clear that they have not yet reachezhything of the scale and nature of what has beé the same time we must somehow try to dispel
afirm consensus about the introduction of martigilroposed. No doubt, something will have to givethe notions that Jaruzelski and other leaders in
law. Despite the unanimous vote by the PZPBut again | want to say that the mere posing of tHeoland have about the introduction of troops.
CC Politburo on the need to introduce martiafjuestion of the apportionment of goods supplie@ihere cannot be any introduction of troops into
law, we still haven’t seen concrete measures @s economic assistance is an insolent way Boland. | think we can give instructions about
the part of the leadership. The extremists iapproach things, and it is being done purely gthis to our ambassador, asking him to visit
“Solidarity” are attacking the Polish leadershipghat if we refrain from delivering something orJaruzelski and communicate this to him.
by the throat. The Church in recent days has alsther, they’ll be able to lay all the blame onus. If  Despite the sufficiently unanimous vote of
clearly expressed its position, which in essence @omrade Kulikov actually did speak about thehe PZPR CC Politburo with regard to the intro-
now completely supportive of “Solidarity.” introduction of troops, then | believe he did thigluction of martial law, Jaruzelski is now back to
Of course in these circumstances the Polishcorrectly. We can't risk such a step. We don’his vacillating position. Atfirst he had somewhat
comrades must act swiftly in launching “Operaintend to introduce troops into Poland. Thatis thstiffened his spine, but now, once again, he’s
tion X" and carrying it out. At the same time,proper position, and we must adhere to it until theegun to soften. Everything is still in force that
Jaruzelski declares that we will resort to “Operaend. | don’t know how things will turn out in was said to them previously. If in the struggle
tion X" when “Solidarity” forces us to do so. ThisPoland, but even if Poland falls under the contr@gainst counterrevolution and afterwards they
is a very disturbing sign, particularly because thef “Solidarity,” that's the way it will be. And if show any sign of wavering, nothing of socialist
latest session of the PZPR CC Politburo and thike capitalist countries pounce on the SovidRoland will remain. The introduction of martial
decision it adopted to introduce martial law hadJnion, and you know they have already reachddw, of course, would be the best way to convey
suggested that the Politburo was beginning to aagreement on a variety of economic and politicahe steadfastness of the Polish leadership to the
more decisively. All the members of the Politsanctions, that will be very burdensome for usounterrevolutionaries. And ifthe measures they
buro expressed support for decisive action. Thi#/e must be concerned above all with our owmtend to carry out are indeed implemented, then
decision put pressure on Jaruzelski, and he is nmwuntry and about the strengthening of the Soviéthink we could expect positive results.
compelled to find some way of extricating him-Union. That is our main line. Now, with regard to the creation of a new
self. Yesterday | spoke with Milewski and asked  In general, it seems to me that our positioparty, as Jaruzelski proposed, | think we must
him what measures they intended and when din the situation in Poland was formulated bylirectly say to Jaruzelski that there is no need to
would be done. He replied that he simply doesnlteonid Ilyich in several of his speeches and in thereate any sort of new party, since this would
know about “Operation X” and about the contesolutions adopted earlier. Today, a very thomerely signal a retreat on the part of the Polish
crete timeframe in which it would be carried outough exchange of opinions has taken place dueadership and an acknowledgmentthatthe PZPR
Thus, it would seem that either Jaruzelski igg the session of the Politburo. All of this musts in fact not a militant political organization, but
concealing from his comrades the plan of corserve as the basis of the policy we must uphokimply an organization that has committed mis-
crete action, or he is simply abandoning the ideas-a-vis Poland. takes. It would underscore the very weakness of
of carrying out this step. As concerns the lines of communicatiorthe party and would play into the hands of the
I'd now like to mention that Jaruzelski hasbetween the Soviet Union and the GDR that rutSolidarity” extremists. Then even the popula-
been more than persistent in setting forth ecehrough Poland, then we of course must do somgen of Poland, which retains definite sympathy
nomic demands from us and has made the impliing to provide for their safekeeping. for the PZPR as a guiding force, would be com-
mentation of “Operation X” contingent on our pletely disabused of such sentiments.
willingness to offer economic assistance; and I GROMYKO. Today we've had a very spir- | believe that we must not now permit any
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sort of harsh instructions, which would forceprolonged stretch of events in Poland, we have
them to adopt one course or another. | think wdisplayed steadfastness and composure. Leonid SUSLOV. Inthe press we must expose the
have chosen the correct position here: Thdyich Brezhnev spoke about this at the plenunintrigues of “Solidarity” and other counterrevo-
restoration of order in Poland is a matter for th&Ve said this in public to our people, and oulutionary forces.
Polish United Workers’ Party, its Central Com-people supported the policy of the Communist
mittee, and its Politburo. We already said to ouParty. CHERNENKO. | fully agree with what the
Polish friends and will say again inthe futurethat ~ We’ve done a great deal of work for peacecomrades have said here. It is clear that the line
they must pursue a steadfast course withownd it is now impossible for us to change ouof our party and of the CC Politburo vis-a-vis the
slackening in the least. position. World public opinion will not permit us Polish events, as formulated in the speeches of
Of course, if the Poles deliver a blow toto do so. We have carried out via the UN sucheonid Ilyich Brezhnev and in the decisions of
“Solidarity,” the West in all likelihood will not momentous diplomatic actions to consolidatéhe Politburo, is entirely correct and in no need of
give them credits and will not offer any otherpeace. What a great effect we have had from tkebange.
kind of help. They are aware of this, and thisvisit of L. I. Brezhnev to the FRG and from many | believe that today we could adopt the
obviously is something that we, too, have to beanther peaceful actions we have undertaken. Thisllowing decision:
in mind. For this reason, Leonid llyich washas enabled all peace-loving countries to undet- Take under advisement the information pro-
correct in proposing that we instruct a group oktand that the Soviet Union staunchly and consisided by Comrade Baibakov.
comrades to examine this question, taking adently upholds a policy of peace. Thatis why iti®. In our relations with the PPR in the future,
count of our capabilities to extend substantiahow impossible for us to change the position wabide by the general political line on this matter
economic assistance to the PPR. have adopted vis-a-vis Poland since the very stdaid down by the CPSU CC, and also abide by the
of the Polish events. Let the Polish comradesastructions from the CPSU CC Politburo on 8
USTINOV. The situation in the PPR, of themselves determine what actions they muStecember 1981 and the exchange of opinions
course, is very bad. The situation is worseningursue. It would be inappropriate for us to pusthat occurred at the CC Politburo’s session on 10
day by day. Among the leadership, especially ithem toward more decisive actions. But we willDbecember 1981.
the Politburo, there is no firmness or unity. Andas earlier, tell the Poles that we regard theB. Instruct Comrades Tikhonov, Kirilenko,
all of this has taken its toll on the state of affairsactions with understanding. Dolgikh, Arkhipov, and Baibakov to continue
Only at the last session of the [Polish] Politburo  As it seems to me, Jaruzelski is displaying atudying questions of economic assistance to
was a decision unanimously approved to introeertain degree of slyness. He wants to makeoland, taking account of the exchange of opin-
duce martial law. And now all hopes are ridingexcuses for himself by coming forth with re-ions at the session of the CC Politburo.
on Jaruzelski. How will he succeed in carryingquests, which he presents to the Soviet Union.
out this decision? As yet, no one can openlffhese requests, naturally, are beyond our physi- BREZHNEV. How do the comrades feel
speak about the actions of Jaruzelski. We justal capacity to fulfill, and Jaruzelski then saysabout this?
don’t know. | had a conversation with Siwicki. well, look here, | turned to the Soviet Union and
He candidly said that even we [the Poles] don’tequested help, but didn’t receive it. EVERYONE. Comrade Chernenko has very
knowwhatthe generalisthinking. Thus,theman  Atthe same time, the Poles say directly thairoperly formulated all the proposals, and now it
who has been effectively responsible for disthey are opposed to the introduction of troops. I§ time to adopt them.
charging the duties of the Polish defense ministaroops are introduced, that will mean a catastro-
doesn’t know what will happen and what sort ofphe. | think we have reached a unanimous view The decree is adopted.
actions will be taken by the chairman of thehere on this matter, and there can be no consider-
Council of Ministers and minister. ation at all of introducing troops. * ok ko
With regard to what Comrade Kulikov al- As far as the provision of assistance to
legedly said about the introduction of troops intdPoland is concerned, we have given that country CPSU CC Politburo Protocol (extract),
Poland, | can say in full responsbility that Kulikovmore than a billion rubles. Not long ago we “On Information about the Polish question
never said this. He simply repeated what waadopted a decision to ship 30 thousand tons ofor the leaders of the fraternal countries,”

said by us and by Leonid Ilyich that we would notmeat to Poland, of which 16 thousand tons have 13 December 1981
leave Poland in the lurch. And he perfectly wellalready been delivered. | don’t know whether
knows that the Poles themselves requested us nee’ll be able to ship the full 30 thousand tons, but Proletarians of all countries, unite!
to introduce troops. in any event we apparently are obliged by this
As far as our garrisons in Poland are condecision to give a further definite number of ton€ommunist Party of the Soviet Union
cerned, we are fortifying them. | myself am alscof meat as assistance. CENTRAL COMMITTEE
inclined to think that the Poles will notembark on With regard to the PZPR and the creation of TOP SECRET

a confrontation and only if, perhaps, “Solidarity” a new party to replace it, | believe it would be
seizes them by the throat will they come forth. inappropriate to disband the PZPR. Those whdo. P40/26

The problemis thatthe Polish leaders do natpoke here were correctin arguing that this would
appear resolute. As was rightly said here by thee a completely unhelpful action. TO: Comrades Brezhnev, Tikhonov,
comrades, we must not force them to adopt any Andropov, Gromyko, Suslov, Ustinov,
specific decisions; we will simply carry out the GRISHIN. The situation in Poland is get-Ponomarev, Rusakov, Zamyatin
policy on which we have agreed. For our part, wéing steadily worse. The line of our party toward
must be ready ourselves and must not display artige Polish events is entirely correct. With respe&xtract from Protocol No. 40 of the session of the
sort of actions not provided for by our decisionsto the proposal by Jaruzelski to disband the PZPBPSU CC Politburo

and create a new party, one cannot agree witim 13 December 1981

SUSLOV. | believe, as is evident from thethat. There can be no talk at all of introducing
other comrades’ speeches, we all have the sartr@ops. We will have to look at economic ques-
view of the situation in Poland. During the wholetions and at what can be given to the Poles.




On Information about the Polish question for theconomic assistance. The Soviet leadership, eagperience in struggling against counterrevolu-

leaders of the fraternal countries. previously, will act on the Polish question in closeion.
contact with the fraternal countries.” All of us clearly understand that the decisive
To affirm the draft instructions to the Soviet ~ Confirm transmittal by telegram. precondition for the full stabilization of things in
ambassadors in Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, Poland is arevival of the economy. In Czechoslo-
Mongolia, Czechoslovakia, the Republic of Cuba, *ok kK x vakia after 1968 political efforts made headway
Vietham, and Laos (see attached). precisely because the counterrevolution had not
CPSU CC Paolitburo transcript (excerpt), affected the economic sphere. In Poland just the
CC SECRETARY 14 January 1982 opposite is true.
In this connection a difficult question stands
Regarding point 26 of Prot. No. 40 SESSION OF THE CPSU CC POLITBURO before us. We already are stretched to the limitin
14 January 1982 our capacity to help the Poles, and they are

making still more requests. Perhaps we can do a
Secret Presided over by Comrade L. |. BREZHNEV. bit more, but we certainly can’t give a lot more.
Still, we must of course answer
SOFIA,BUDAPEST, BERLIN, ULAN-BATOR, Also taking part: Clomra]des. Yu. V. Andropov,Jaruzelski’s lettet; explaining in a comradely
PRAGUE, HAVANA, HANOI, VIENTIANE M. S. Gorbachev, V. V. Grishin, A. A. Gromyko, way what we can and cannot do. By all means we
A. P. Kirilenko, A. Ya. Pel'she, M. A. Suslov, N. must precisely carry out our agreed deliveries in

SOVIET AMBASSADOR A. Tikhonov, D. F. Ustinov, K. U. Chernenko, P.the first quarter, which for the Poles will be the
N.Demichev, V. V. Kuznetsov, B. N. Ponomarevmost difficult winter months.
CC: WARSAW — SOVIET AMBASSADOR V. I. Dolgikh, M. V. Zimyanin, K. V. Rusakov Quite another matter are projects for

political prestige, which should notimpose great

Pay a call on T. Zhivkov (J. Kadar, E2. On the Results of the Negotiations with thetrains on our economy. For example, we can
Honecker, Yu. Tsedenbal, G. Husak, F. CastlBZPR CC Politburo Member and Minister oflend assistance in building the Warsaw subway.
Li Duan, K. Phomvihan) and, referring to théoreign Affairs of the Polish People’s Republice should meet this request, having made our
CPSU CC's instructions, transmit the followingCde. J. Czyrek participation a matter of public knowledge.

“As our friends know, the Polish leadership Incidentally, the food situation in Poland is
has introduced martial law in the country, an- BREZHNEV. | think we all agree that notso bad. There is enough bread in the country,
nounced the formation of a Military Council ofMikhail Andreevich [Suslov]'s and Andrei andthey mustfind away to motivate the peasasntry
National Salvation, and detained the most eAndreevich [Gromyko]'s discussions with Cde.and to get them to work, arranging, as we some-
tremist elements of ‘Solidarity,’ the ‘ConfederaCzyrek were useful. Western officials, especiallyimes say, a merger of the city and village.
tion for an Independent Poland,” and other anthe Americans, are exerting enormous pressure The Polish leadership continues to count on
socialist groups. on Poland. In such circumstances, it is importaittelp from the West. Well, in principle we can’t

“A good impression has been created by Wb offer constant political support for our friendsbe against that, although, to be honest, it's doubt-
Jaruzelski’s address to the people, in which, and to bolster their spirits. One cannot permful that Western countries are about to start pro-
our view, all the basic questions were givetheir spirits to sag or to allow them to relinquishviding material assistance to a military regime.
appropriate emphasis. In particular, what is espghat they have achieved with such difficulty. They undoubtedly will try to extract concessions,
cially important is that the address reaffirmed the  Martial law in the PPR has already lasted avhich means we must be especially vigilant.
leading role of the PZPR and the commitment afionth. As Jaruzelski says, the counterrevolution  Jaruzelski is raising another question, of
the PPR to the socialist obligations stipulated by now crushed. However, the tasks ahead amhether he should accept help from the Chinese.
the Warsaw Pact. more complicated. Well, why not? In the process China will be

“To ensure the success of the operation, the After introducing relative stability in the disassociating itself from the USA and its eco-
Polish comrades observed strict secrecy. Onlgauntry, the Polish comrades must now, one mighibmic sanctions.
narrow circle around Jaruzelski knew about tteay, resolve the strategic problems of what to do  In conclusion, one might say that the Polish
action® Thanks to this our friends have suowith the trade unions, how to revive the economyquestion will be at the center of international
ceeded in catching the enemy completely uhew to change the consciousness of the masspslitics for a long time to come. That is why our
awares, and the operation so far has been impdée. Polish commission has continued to work as
mented satisfactorily. The most important question is the situatioractively as it has been up to now.

“On the very eve of implementation of then the PZPR. Our friends are trying to find a
projected operation, W. Jaruzelski communicateslution. No doubt, Jaruzelski does not intend to * ok ko k
about it to Moscow! We informed him that the disband the party or to change its name, but he can
Sovietleadership looked with understanding up@xploit martial law to carry out a sweeping purge. CPSU CC Report on Economic Aid to

the decision of the Polish comrades. In so doifighis might yield good results. Poland (1980-81), 23 September 1982
we ensured that the Polish comrades would re- In general one gets the impression that the
solve these matters solely by internal means. general as a political actor is very strong and is SPECIAL DOSSIER

“In our preliminary evaluation, the mea-able, on most occasions, to find proper solution&ecret

sures taken by the Polish friends are an active spmetimes it seems that he is too cautious and acts

to repulse counterrevolution, and in this senseore often than necessary withaneyetothe Wddi FORMATION

they correspond with the general line of all thend the Church. But in the current situation such

fraternal countries. gestures will only ruin things. Along with firm, about Soviet assistance to Poland in freely con-
“In these circumstances the question arisbardline measures on matters of principle, oneertible currency in 1980-1981

about offering political and moral support to thalso needs flexibility and circumspection. It's

Polish friends and also about giving additiongood that Jaruzelski is studying the Hungarian
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. For the purchase of sugar

. For the settlement of accounts

. For the establishment of a consor-

. For the settlement of accounts

. For the purchase of grain

Millions of $

30
By order of the USSR Council

of Ministers on 1 August 1980

No. 1518 rs (P207 from 1.8.1980)

250
with capitalist countries.

By order of the USSR Council of
Ministers on 23 August 1980, No.
1192-rs (P201/30 from 23.V1.80)

tium of banks to help the PPR.

Decision of the CPSU CC on 6 June
1980. No. P199/2

150
with capitalist countries

By order of the USSR Council of
Ministers on 11 November 1980

No. 1019-247 (P224/70

from 11.X1.1980)

190
and food stuffs.

By order of the USSR Council

of Ministers

No. 1019-347 (P224/70

from 11.X1.1980)

surname as Arestov. The error was corrected in
the Polish translation.
10. Translator’s Note:

CMEA countries.
Decision of the CPSU CC on

28 November 1980 Marshal Josef

No. P227/21 Pilsudski was the military ruler of Poland during
the interwar period, presiding over a regime that
Total 2,934  became increasingly tyrannical.

11. Translator's Note: The Russian word
Rusakov uses to describe a unanimous vote,
edinoglasno is stronger than another word,

TRANSLATOR’S NOTES edinodushnpwhich also is translated as “unani-

1. Translator's Note: The notion of a “creepmous.” Rusakov's statement indicates that no
ing counterrevolution” was first devised by Eas@ibstentions or dissenting votes were cast. It
German and Soviet officials during the 1968hould be noted, however, that most subsequent
crisis over the Prague Spring in Czechoslovakigpeakers (Andropov, Gromyko, etc.) used the

2. Translator’s Note: Notes from this meetword edinodushno when referring to the PZPR
ing are available in both Russian and PolisRolitburovote, though Ustinov used edinoglasno.
archives; see, e.g., Fond (F.) No. 5, Opis’ (Op.) 12. Translator's Note: The transcript of
No. 84, Delo (D.) No. 596, Listy (LI.) 33-35, “the previous session of the Politburo” (appar-
Tsentr khraneniya sovremennoi dokumentatsgtntly of 8 December) has not yet been released.
(TsKhSD). 13. Translator's Note: This statement is

3. Translator’'s Note: Brezhnev presumablgonfirmed by the lack of concrete discussion of
refers here to the PZPR Politburo. the matter at PZPR Politburo meetings through-

4. Translator's Note: A page was missing a@ut the crisis; see the transcripts in Zbigniew
this point in the documents originally supplied toVlodek, ed., Tajne dokumenty Biura
the Polish government and published irPolitycznego: PZPR a*“Solidarnosc,” 1980-1981
Rzeczpospolita. Fortunately, the missing pagé-ondon: Aneks, 1992). The extreme secrecy of
(no. 5 in the document) was included in the copthe planning also is emphasized in the interview
of the document stored in the Moscow archivegvith Ryszard Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem

) According to data from USSR Gosplan

2.

. Deferral of payments to

. Deferral of payments to

Total 690

. Deferred Payments

219
Soviet banks. Decision of the
CPSU CC on 6 June 1980
(P199/11 from 6.6.1980)
Deferral of payments to
Soviet banks. By order of the

280

USSR Council of Ministers on

11 September 1980

No. 1840 rs (P214/XI

from 11.X1.1980)

280
Soviet banks. By order of the

USSR Council of Ministers on

11 November 1980

No. 1019-347 (P224/70

from 11.X1.1980)

. Deferral of payments on the basic debt

up to 1,000
from all credits extended previously.
By order of the USSR Council of Ministers
on 16 August 1981.
No. 1630 rs (P23/14 from 16.8.81)

5. Translator’'s Note: Misgivings about thewidziana od srodka,” Kultura (Paris) 4/475 (April
influence of Solidarity on the new group of Polishl987), esp. 11-13, 33-35.
army draftees were expressed frequently in 1981 14. Translator’s Note: The text of this
in top-secret Soviet assessments of the reliabiligpmmunication (by most accountsa phone con-
of the Polish army. See, e.g., “O nastroeniyak¥ersation Jaruzelski had with Suslov and/or
sredi soldat i ofitserov podrazdelenii VoiskaBrezhnev) reportedly exists in the Russian Presi-
Pol'skogo i VMF PNR, dislotsiruyushchikhsyadential Archive, but has not yet been released.
na Gdan’skom poberezh’e,” Cable No. 183 (Top ~ 15. Translator's Note: Brezhnev laterin the
Secret), 14 June 1981, from V. Zelenov, Sovigheeting described Jaruzelski’s letter of 3 January
consul-general in Gdansk, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Opl982: “...Jaruzelski expresses deep gratitude for
84, D. 611, LI. 17-19; and also “O pomicheskoithefraternal help provided by the Soviet Union to
situatsii i nastroeniyakh v voevodstvakh yuzhnogthe Polish People’s Republic. At the same time,
regiona PNR (Politpis’mo),” Cable No. 179 (TOPhe requests that the Soviet side reaffirm the vol-
SECRET), 12 November 1981, from G. Rudowme of deliveries for 1982 contained in the draft
Soviet consul-general in Krakow, to the CPSUprotocol on the coordination of both sides’ plans
Secretariat, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 84, D. 597, LIfor 1981-1985 for oil, gasoline, and oil products.
13-22. The volume of oil deliveries in 1982 are being

6. Translator's Note: Itis not wholly clearkept at the level of 13 million tons, and oil
what Brezhnev had in mind here, but he may hayafoducts at 2.94 million tons; and deliveries of
been alluding to some of the preparations fatombustibles are being retained at the maximum
martial law. level in the first quarter of 1982.

7. Translator's Note: It is curious why in “Further on Cde. Jaruzelski informs us
this secret forum Brezhnev used dollars (instedbat he appealed to the General Secretaries of
of, say, transferable rubles) as the unit for medhe Communist Party Central Committees of
suring the size of Poland’s request. Hungary, the GDR, Bulgaria, Romania, and

8. Translator's Note: The term BaibakovCzechoslovakia with a request to provide
uses here, prodrazverstka (a contraction &¥oland with basic agricultural and industrial

1.

Total 1,779
Grant Aid
Joint grant aid from the USSR, 465

Hungary, Bulgaria, the GDR,
and Czechoslovakia supplied via a
reduction of oil deliveries to the

prodovol’'stvennaya razverstka), refers to thgoods.”
policy introduced by Lenin during the period of 16. Translator's Note: The classification
“War Communism” to force peasants to turn ovewas upgraded to “top secret” (sovershenno
their produce to the state. The policy led to greg€kretno) by a handwritten notation of sov. next
bloodshed, upheaval, and starvation. to the original sekretno. A stamped imprint just
9. Translator's Note: Either because of &nder the classification said that this was CPSU
mistake by Rusakov or because of a typograpHe-C Document No. 2931, prepared on 23 Septem-
cal error, the Russian text gives Boris Aristov'der 1982, and that it should be returned to the
CPSU CC General Department.



THE CARTER-

THE CARTER-BREZHNEV PROJECT retary of State Cyrus Vance, former National Securitpreviously declassified in Moscow), all belong to |a
U.S.-Soviet Relations and the Collapse of Detente Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, former Secretary of Degr_oup specially declassified by the Russian Foreigin
in the Late 1970s: What Went Wrong? fense Harold Brown, and former Director of CentralMinistry in early 1994 for use at the Musgrove confer-
Intelligence Stansfield Turner, and on the Soviet/Rugnce, which centered on the distrust and acrimony
Ed. note: With this issue, th@WIHP Bulletin sian side, former First Deputy Foreign Ministry Georgysurrounding the March 1977 visit to Moscow of Sec
begins to publish findings from the Carter-Brezhne!- Kornienko, former ambassadors Anatoly Dobrynirtary of State Vance. They include a complete set offthe
Project, an exploration of U.S.-Soviet relations and th@nd Oleg Troyanovsky, gnd former_Warsa'w' I_Dact contorrespondence between President _Carter and Gen-
collapse of superpower detente in the late 1970s. T,qéand_er Gen. Anatoly C_;rlbkov. PI’O]eCt activities so_faeral Secrgtary Brezhnev from the t!me of Carteffs
project gathers former government officials, scholarsl?ave included a planning meeting, held at Pocanticapauguration on 20 January 1977 until shortly befo
and newly-declassified documents at a series of colew York, in October 1992; a conference on “SALT IVan_ce’s departure; cables from Dobrynin describi
ferences intended to produce a deeper understandi d the Growth of Mistrust,” on 6-9 May 1994 at thetwo important conversations, a 1 December 1976 mget-
of the troubles that bedeviled relations between Wasgglusgrove Plantation, St. Simons Island, Georgia; ang during the transition period with unofficial Carte
ington and Moscow between 1976 and 1981, in trmall oral higtory ses_sion on Soviet Policy in the Thirda_missar_y Av_ereII Harriman and a 21 March 19
hope that the results will enhance public and scholarlvorld, in which Kornienko and former CPSU Centraldiscussion with Vance in which the U.S. proposalsfat
analyses of those historical events and at the same ti g@mmittee (CC) International Department official KarenMoscow were previewed (unfortunately, Dobrynin|s
contribute to present and future U.S.-Russian relaN- Brutents participated, held at Lysebu, Norway, irecord of his first conversation with Carter, on
tions. It has been organized by an international COpctober 1994; and a conference on “Global CompetiFebr‘uary 1977, which_ appears to have had an imp r-
laboration ofinstitutions and individuals spearheaded'on and the Deterioration of U.S._—Soviet Relationstant influence on Soviet percept_lons of the new presi-
by Dr. James G. Blight of the Center for Foreign Polic);.977-1980," on 23-26 March 1995 in Ft. Lauderdale,dent, has not yet been made available); also includefl is
Development (CFPD) of the Thomas J. Watson |nsf_lor@dag an addition_al confert_ance, focussing on the_the afor_ementione_d_CPSU C_C Politburo directive_z asfpn
tute for International Studies, Brown University. (BlightSOV'Et |qvolvement in Afghanistan and the collapse dfustration of the rising tensions between Washmgt n
and his collaborators previously organized the Seriegetente in 1979-80, is plan_ned f_or_ Oslo, Norw_ay. _(/find Moscow during this period on the human rights
of five oral history conferences on the Cuban MissilES/ated workshop on the Polish Crisis, 1980-81, is beingssue. _ _ _
Crisis between 1987 and 1992 that brought togethé?rg"?m'ze‘j by N_S_;A and CWIHP in conjunction with the G_eorgy Markovich Kornienko, the_ former seniqr
U.S., Soviet (and then Russian), and Cuban formdpstitute of Political Studies, Polish Academy of Sci-Sowgt dlplomqt and C_PSU CcC _Polltburo _memb r,
officials and scholars and resulted in a series of pubENces: Warsaw.) _ contributes an mtroducnon to an'd interpretation of tl
lications.) Other supporting institutions include the For egch conference, an effort is made to open andbcuments and the issues they illuminate, ad_apted nd
Carter Center of Emory University, the National secydeclassify new U.S. and Rus_S|a_n archival documents fosenslated from his Rus&an-lgngaugg memoirs, wh h
fity Archive (NSA), the CoIdWarInternationaIHistorythe dual purpose of contributing to the conferencdnave_ not as yet a_ppgared in English. Iptroduu g
Project (CWIHP), the Norwegian Nobel Institute, an0(_1iscussion--which is subsequentlytranscr_ibe(_j and pulb%or_nlenko’s analysis, ln_tl_Jrn, is Mark Garrison, wh
several Russian archival organizations, includin |shed--§pd to scholarly research and publlc_atlons. Thelu_rlng the_ C_arter Administration serv_ed as deputy
Rosarkhiv, the Center for the Storage of Comemporagpclass!ﬁed docgments are generally ava|lable_ at thehief of mission at the U.S. Emba_ssy in Moscov_v dnd
Documentation, and the Foreign Ministry archives. ppropriate archival repository, a_nd are a!so availablewho, based at CFPD,_ has been actively involved in fhe
In the effort to support this historical enterprise andft the National Security Archive in Washington, D.C. Carter-Brezhnev Project.
to open up new sources, former President Carter has In th_e case of the Russian documents printed below TheT CWIHPB_uIIetin plans to publish additiona_l
lent his support to the project, as have such prominemsg'nn'ng on page 144 (with one exception, the 1fhaterials emerging frgm the Carter-Brezhnev Projdct
former officials as, on the American side, former Se(Eebruary 1977 CPSU CC directive, which had beemnd related research in future issues.

Hopes Raised and Dashed— tion, came in February and March 1977Watson Institute). Itis possible to see how the

Carter, Brezhnev, and SALT II: Brezhnev felt strongly that negotiations orSoviets convinced themselves that Carter was
An Introduction to G.M. Kornienko’s SALT Il should proceed within the frameworksignaling, without actually saying so, that he
Commentary he had agreed with Ford at Vladivostok in latevas willing to start from Vladivostok, and why

1974; he had overridden opposition from hishey were therefore incensed by his February
own military to achieve that framework, andl4 letter that did not even mention Vladivostok

Forthe last decade or more of the Brezhneonsidered it a personal achievement. Earlyut urged moving on immediately to a grander
era, Georgy Markovictikornienko was the signals from Carter, conveyed through AvereNision. The stage was thus set for a rude rebuff
principal Americanist in the Soviet ForeignHarriman prior to the inauguration, led theto Secretary of State Cyrus Vance when he
Ministry (not counting Gromyko, who con- Soviet side to expect that Carter was prepare@me to Moscow at the end of March bearing
sidered himself an expert in dealing witho start with Vladivostok before moving on toCarter's deep-cuts proposal. Although SALT
Americans), rising to the rank of First Deputydeeper cuts. (Contrary to the charge by soniewas completed and signed over two years
Minister and membership in the Party’s CenCarter Administration officials that the Sovietdater, the hope on both sides that rapid progress
tral Committee. Korniyenko's recollectionsshould have known better than to listen to aon strategic arms might lead to a new era in
about the hopes for U.S.-Soviet relations gemdlegedly self-appointed intermediary,U.S.-Soviet relations was frustrated.
erated in Moscow by Jimmy Carter’s electioHarriman’s papers in the Library of Congres&orniyenko believes a deep-cuts SALT Il
in 1976, and about the dashing of those hopegntain clear evidence that prior to the electiooould have been worked out by the end of
explains the title of his article (and the chaptdre was acting on explicit instructions fromCarter’s term absent the opening contretemps
of the book from which itis drawn). AlthoughCarter.) Soviet hopes were encouraged tyver Vladivostok. Korniyenko places the blame
not a document from the archives, it provide€arter’s first letter to Brezhnev after takingsquarely on the Carter administration; without
an insight into Soviet thinking, or at leasbffice, dated January 26, 1977. But Carter'saying so (he is not given to psychological
thinking in the Soviet Foreign Ministry, notnext letter, dated February 14, was a rudeterpretations), he implies that Brezhnev's
available in documents. awakening in Moscow. attachment to Vladivostok was emotional as

What mattered most in the U.S.-Soviet  Korniyenko’s commentary illuminates thewell as political and that the U.S. side should
relationship, in Korniyenko's view, was thedry texts of exchanges between the goverfrave taken that into account. He acknowl-
negotiation of a strategic nuclear arms treatynents atthe time, including the Carter-Brezhnesdges no misgivings that at the crucial point in
He believes that the defining moments on thabrrespondence (which Russian Foreign Minearly 1977 the Soviet side did not summon up
issue, and for relations between the two courstry released in 1994 for the Carter-Brezhnegven that degree of flexibility that eventually
tries during the rest of the Carter Administraproject, organized by Brown University’sled to the conclusion of SALT II.

by Mark Garrison
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A “MISSED OPPORTUNITY"—CARTER, BREZHNEYV, SALT II,
AND THE VANCE MISSION TO MOSCOW, NOVEMBER 1976-MARCH 1977

by G.M. Korniyenko

The fact that, toward the end of the Fordand also thought it useful to organize in the nuclear first strike;
presidency, Soviet-American relationsfuture such meetings “on a regular basis, —the aim of the Soviet Union is only
seemed to have been set back, meant that therhaps once a year.” Carter stipulated thatthe creation of a defensive capability
Soviet leadership would be particularly in-he had also had requests from the leaders ofufficient to deter aggression against it
terested in his opponent in the 1976 eled=ngland, the FRG and France, and expressedy any potential opponent.
tions, Jimmy Carter. And although he waghe hope that it would be understood in  In other words, in Brezhnev’s speech at
a political figure who was completely un-Moscow that a Soviet-American summifTula in January 1977 the principle of mili-
known in the USSR, and although hismeeting would take place after his meetintary sufficiency, which was further devel-
pre-election statements, as Moscow fullyith his allies? oped ten years later, was formulated for the
realized, did not necessarily reflect his real ~ After a short time, on November 17 first time.
views, many of his statements favorablyHarriman (whom Carter authorizedto actas These positions were formulated by rep-
influenced the mood of the Soviet leaderan unofficial channel between him andesentatives of the USSR Ministry of For-
ship. These included his critical view ofBrezhnev in the period before he took ofeign Affairs (specifically by me and L.I.
Ford's refusal to use the term “détente,” hidice), conveyed Carter’s readiness for aMendelevich) in a group that prepared the
criticism of Ford for putting on ice the exchange of views on matters of mutuadraft Brezhnev speech. | cleared them with
negotiations to conclude SALT-2 on theinterest even during the transition period. Ithe then Chief of the General Staff of the
basis of the 1974 Vladivostok accords, anavas also stated that he could not yet entefSSR armed forces, V.G. Kulikov, without
his statements in favor of non-proliferationinto specific discussions. First, because rany difficulty, since these positions reflected
of nuclear weapons and a complete ban arould not undercut the sitting President, antthe actual state of affairs, although the lan-
testing, and supporting a reductions irsecond, because he did not yet have his stgffage sounded a little “American.” For that
nuclear weapons and their abolition. Aof advisers and he did not consider it pogeason alone, and not because of disagree-
positive impression on the Soviet leadersible to “improvise.? Nevertheless, the ment over their content, they evoked doubt,
ship was produced by the fact that Carter naxchange of several oral communicationat a certain stage of work on the draft speech,
only publicly but also privately, through A. between Brezhnev and Carter before 20 Janon the part of the party internationalists
Harriman during a visit to Moscow in Sep-ary 1977 promised a constructive develogieaded by Boris Ponomarev, but their doubts
tember 1976 gave assurancesthatif electednent of the Soviet-American dialogue—atlisappeared after the draft was read to
President he would take steps toward thkeast on questions of limitations on strategiBrezhnev, who accepted them without hesi-
rapid conclusion and signing of the SALT-2weapons—after Carter took office. Itis trueation. They did not evoke any opposition by
Treaty, and then would be ready to continughat we in Moscow were a little put on guarather members of the Politburo, including
negotiations on an agreement on substantibly the remark in Carter's message of Defense Minister Dmitri Ustinov, to whom
reductions in strategic weapons. December 1976 that he “could not, of courséhe draft speech was sent for review in accor-

Of course, not everything Carter said irbe bound by previous negotiations on limitdance with established procedure.
the election campaign pleased Moscow, iing strategic weapons”; thiswas abad omen, Since it was important that Washington
particular the stress he put on human rightehich was, unfortunately, soon to be moreorrectly understand the signal from Mos-
internationally, first of all regarding the than borne out.But at that time we wantedcow contained in Brezhnev's Tula speech,
Soviet Union. But with regard to his state-to hope for the best. Mendelevich and | supplied TASS and APN
ments on arms control and disarmament, |  The Soviet side did not simply hope foiin advance with an accurate English transla-
repeat, they gave cause for hope. the best, but for its part tried to create condtion of the relevant section of the speech.

In any case, there were no regrets itions as favorable as possible for the suc- The first letter from President Carter
Moscow over Ford’'s defeat and Carter'scessful development of a dialogue with Presafter assuming office, dated 26 January 1977,
victory in the elections on 2 Novemberdent Carter after his taking office. One of thevas taken in Moscow as reinforcement of
1976. In congratulating the latter on hismportant steps in this regard was the inclitthe hope for successful development of a
victory, L.l. Brezhnev immediately ex- sion of a series of important formulationsSoviet-American dialogue on disarmament
pressed the hope for an early meeting. Cartezgarding Soviet military policy in a speechissues. [This letter, and the rest of the Carter-
was not slow in replying. Already on No-in Tula, on the occasion of its designation aBrezhnev correspondence described here,
vember 4, Harriman sent through the Sovidtero-city, given by Brezhnev on 18 Januargre printed beginning on page 144--ed.]
Ambassador in Washington an oral com41977, two days before Carter’'s inauguraCarter first of all noted as extremely impor-
munication for Brezhnev from Carter, say-tion. The essence was the following: tant Brezhnev’s speech in Tula and specifi-
ing that the newly elected President consid- —there is no basis whatsoever for cally the position that the USSR does not
ered itimportant to have a personal meeting attributing to the Soviet Union a striving  strive for superiority in armaments and that
with Brezhnev “with the aim of preserving for superiority in armaments with the it only needs defenses sufficient to deter any
and supporting peace throughoutthe world,” aim of achieving the capability for a potential opponent. Reaffirming his cam-
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paign statements that the final aim in disaenly because of the unacceptable nature of Therefore it could be foreseen that the
mament must be the abolition of all nucleathe new American proposals but also as ariance mission to Moscow at the end of
weapons on our planet, Carter characterizeatagonistic acttoward him personally. ConMarch, as regards the SALT-2 Treaty, was
as a “critically important first step” on thesequently, Brezhnev’s response was markelkstined for failure. And in fact the new
road to this aim the “achievement of thdy a hard, and in places sharp, tone. American proposals presented by Vance sig-
SALT-2 Treaty without delay” and agree-  Asimilartone was maintained in Carter'shaled an obvious retreat from everything
ment after that on movement toward furthamessage to Brezhnev of March 4, whiclachieved in negotiations on SALT-2 under
limitations and reductions of strategic weaparrived in Moscow not through the usuaNixon and Ford and were immediately re-
ons. In the context of previous public andliplomatic channels but via the “hot line”jected by the Soviet side without discussion
private statements by Carter, these formul@etween the White House and the Kremlirand without putting forward counterpropos-
tions were understood in Moscow as signiwhich was reserved for use in emergencsls; our previous positions, based on the
fying his readiness first to quickly concludesituations. As Carter’s national security advladivostok accords, were simply reaf-
and sign the SALT-2 Treaty, based on theiser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, wrote in his mem-firmed.
Vladivostok accords of 1974 and made coreirs® this was done at his initiative, in order It should be noted that, unlike many
crete in subsequent negotiations still undeéhat the President's message would go inether occasions, this time there was com-
Ford. Such an approach was fully in acconthediately to Brezhnev, bypassing the Fomplete unanimity regarding the new Ameri-
with the intentions of the Soviet leadershipgign Ministry. But the result turned outcan proposals not only at “the top” in the
as was the proposal of the President to senarse, since at the Moscow end of the “hdBoviet leadership, but also among profes-
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance to Moscovine,” maintained by the KGB, translatorssionals working on these problems. And not
at an early date to discuss these questiomgere on duty who were far from highlybecause we were all against significant re-
Consequently, Brezhnev's reply of Februqualified, and were moreover unfamiliar withductions in offensive strategic weapons. Not
ary 4 to Carter maintained an extremelyhe subject matter of the strategic arms negat all. But we considered it absolutely illogi-
positive tone. tiations. Therefore their translation of Carter'sal, lacking any common sense, to throw out
But the following letter from Carter message was marred by many inaccuracitd® results of five years of joint work in a
dated February 14 notonly puzzled Brezhneand rough spots, which did not exactly facilisubstantially already finished SALT-2
and his colleagues but aroused their indidate its good reception by Soviet leaders. Treaty, and to begin what amounted to new
nation. In his letter, while as before calling  Brezhnev’s response of March 15 wasegotiations requiring new conceptual deci-
for the rapid conclusion of work on theformulated in calmer tones. But the posisions and prolonged working out of many
SALT-2 Treaty, Carter at the same timéions of the sides before Vance’s visit tgractical, includingtechnical, questions. The
made it clear that he did not at all have iMoscow scheduled for the end of Marchllogic of such a mode of action seemed so
mind that treaty whose framework wasvere basically divergent. While the Soviebbvious that even if Carter's proposals for
worked out at Vladivostok and in subseside firmly maintained the necessity of com*deep cuts” were in their content more bal-
guent negotiations. In the first place, Cartapleting work on the SALT-2 Treaty on theanced and in the final analysis acceptable to
proposed to anticipate already in this treatyyasis of the Vladivostok accords, the Amerithe USSR, at that moment | nevertheless
rather than in the next one, a “significantan side was attempting to transform ththink they would not have met a positive
reduction” in strategic weapons, and sed/ladivostok accords into something comfesponse. The operating principle would
ondly he proposed (also contrary to theletely different, unacceptable to the Sovidhave been “better a titmouse in hand than a
Vladivostok accords) to leave out of thdeadership from the purely military-strategiccrane in the sky.” If you take into account
SALT-2 Treaty, for later negotiations, long-as well as the political and psychologicathatthe new American proposals were clearly
range cruise missiles, that is to give a fregoint of view. And as the time for the Vancalirected at attaining unilateral advantage for
hand to a strategic arms race in those diredgisit approached, it became more and motle USA, then they could not be accepted by
tions where the USA, as in most other casedear—from Carter’s public statements, fronthe Soviet leadership as a serious initiative,
was at that time ahead of the USSR. controlled “leaks” in the American pressand called for a sharply negative reaction.
In Carter’s letter there were also otheand then in Vance’s conversations with So- It should be said that for Vance and Paul
elements that caused irritation among Saiet Ambassador to Washington Dobrynin—Warnke, the director of the U.S. Arms Con-
viet leaders, in particular his declared interthat Vance was coming to Moscow withtrol and Disarmament Agency who accom-
to take a public position on human rights ipositions having nothing in common withpanied him, such a reaction by the Soviet
the USSR. Added to this was the publi¥ladivostok, butinstead with so-called “com-side likewise appeared to be not unexpected.
letter from Carter to A.D. Sakharov. Butprehensive proposals”envisaging “deep cutdt was felt that they themselves were not
these irritating elements were not the maiim offensive strategic weapons, with reduceonvinced of the reasonableness of those
things that concerned Moscow. The princitions advantageous for the USA. The verpositions with which they arrived in Mos-
pal disappointment was the clear departufact of publicizing the basic content of thecow. This feeling was fully confirmed sub-
by the new President from Vladivostok. IMAmerican proposals before Vance presentesquently, with the appearance of the mem-
view of the internal collisions that Brezhnexthem to the Soviet leadership was taken ioirs of Carter, Vance and Brzezinski and
had had to endure to achieve agreemeltoscow as an indication that Carter’s intenmonographs of American scholars of this
with Ford in Vladivostok, such a turn bytions were not serious, that he was merelyeriod, from which it is clear that inside the
Carter was extremely painful to him notrying to achieve a propaganda victory.  Administration including between Vance
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and Brzezinski, there were noticeable differ-  Incidentally, knowing well the mood of \yo1d have been quicker and simpler. There-
ences regarding the American position othe Soviet leaders at that time, | can withge i you consider that the main motive of
strategic offensive weapons. The transfoconfidence say thatif Carter, as he originally:arter in the rash decision in March 1977
mation of Carter’s position—from willing- promised, had in March 1977 shown a willyyas his sincere desire for quicker and more
ness to conclude the SALT-2 Treaty on thsagness to conclude the SALT-2 Treaty opadical steps in disarmament, then this is one
basis of the Vladivostok accords to ambithe basis of Vladivostok, and his proposalf ithose cases to which applies the Russian
tious “deep cuts”"—can be explained by aegarding “deep cuts” had been presented 88ying “the bestis the enemy of the good.” A
series of factors. First, a sincere desire of than aim for subsequent negotiations, then “@%od impulse led to an opposite result.
President himself to move as rapidly aSALT-2 Treaty, with approximately the same
possible to radical reductions in strategicontent as was signed in 1979, could have [ed. note: Documentation of Harriman’s 20 Septem-
weapons. Second, a desire by the Pentageen completed at the end of 1977 or begiher 1976 conversation with Brezhnev can be found in
supported by Brzezinski, to utilize this ro-ning of 1978. And it is not excluded that théhe Harriman Papers, Library of Congress (LC), Wash-
- T . . __ington, D.C.]
mantic breakthrough by Carter to signififollowing SALT-3 Treaty, encompassing,, [Ed. note: For Harriman's version of this meeting,
cantly alter what was done in strategic armsignificant reductions in strategic weaponSsee “Memorandum of Conversation with Ambassador
limitations under Nixon and Ford, that is, tacould have been worked out already beforgobrynin at my House in Washington on the Evening
alter it for the unilateral advantage of thehe end of Carter’s term as President. Hovpf November 4, 1976,” Harriman Papers, LC.]
USA. Third, the influence on the Presidenever, the possibility for such a favorabléét[i'égf\%ilfsrfd'\F/,'g;%f:t‘_j;&?gg'rﬁ%oanrfefc}?’eesr_'
of Senator Henry Jackson and those whievelopment of events was lost and thgay, November 16, 1976,” Harriman, LC].
shared his views, who conditioned their sugrocess of preparing the SALT-2 Treaty was [Ed. note: Additional documentation on Carter-
port for a possible SALT-2 Treaty withmuch longer and more difficult. Brezhnev oral communications during the transition
demands regarding its content such that put- For Carter's March 1977 initiative on %Z”ggﬁ?n::ﬁgigg;g gﬁria{r&igxsz‘é;g Cgrf\'/‘é?
ting such demands forward by the Americatdeep cuts” meant not only the loss of two Ogation. A translation of Dobrynin’s declassified report
side could prevent the attainment of a treatyhree months in a mechanical sense. Aftefthe meeting is reprinted below.]
which in fact is what they wanted. Fourththe propaganda noise accompanying tte [Ed. note: See Zbigniew Brzezinskower and
although Vance, Warnke and those whdlarch initiative, returning to the Eg?gglgéjlfl\fer::vo'\Zr?:: ?frrgftéﬁpﬂsséﬁiﬂtxy, ?gg';fr'
shared their views considered it preferablé/ladivostok track” for Carter himself was 16 ;
to conclude the SALT-2 Treaty on the basia very difficult matter because of prestige
of the Vladivostok accords, they apparentland political considerations, since it looked
did not fully realize, and in any case did nolike a defeat and retreat. This caused ma@&r of the Soviet Union: this article is drawn from a
succeed in making Carter aware, what additional difficulties in the subsequent neghapter of his Russian-language memairse Cold
psychological shock for Brezhnev was higotiations, without which the process ofvar: Testimony of a ParticipaifMoscow: Interna-
[Carter’s] rejection of Vladivostok. working out the SALT-2 Treaty probably tional Relations, 1994).

orgiy M. Kornienko was First Deputy Foreign Min-

CLINTON SIGNS FIRST POST-COLD classification of historical materials are reprinted be- Sec.3.4. Automatic Declassification. (a) Subject

WAR EXECUTIVE ORDER ON DE- low:] to paragraph (b), below, within 5 years from the date of
this order, all classified information contained in records
CLASSIFIC_ATION EXECUTIVE ORDER that (1) are more than 25 years old, and (2) have been
[Ed. note: On 17 April 1995, after two years of 12958 determined to have permanent historical value under
pl_Jb"C hearings, privatt_e lobbying, interagency wran- CLASSIFIED NATIONAL SECURITY title 44, United States Code, shall be automatically
gling, and several revised (and leaked) drafts, U.S. INFORMATION declassified whether or not the records have been re-
President Bill Clinton signed the first post-Cold War viewed. Subsequently, all classified information in
presidential executive ordering modifying the country’s such records shall be automatically declassified no

declassification system This order prescribes a uniform system for classi

Amid concerns by scholars that the order woul&y'ng'

be too restrictive and fearsin somegovernmentquartr—fy information. Our demacratic principles require

that the rules would be too lax, Clinton’s order, replact the American people be informed of the activities

f their Government. Also, our Nation’s progress (b) An agency may exempt from automatic de-
ing one signed by Ronald Reagan in April 1982 (E.C? ‘ ’ PrOgress, assification under paragraph (a), above, specific in-

. o ; IIE)nger than 25 yeras from the date of its original
safeguarding, and declassifying national Secu(flassification, except as provided in paragraph (b),

12356), stretched in an effort to satisfy both constituerfi€Pends on the free flow of information. Neverthelesg, . 0 o' oleace of which should be expected to:
cies. The order pleased historians by instituting for throughout our history, the national interest has re=""= |\ i e Sidentity of a confidential human
first time a system of bulk (rather than expensive an ired Fhat certain information be maintained in confl_source, or reveal information about the application of
time-consuming page-by-page) declassification of mo$€"Ce in order to protect our citizens, our democratic, 1 ience source or method, or reveal the identity
historical records more than 25 years old, and pystitutions, and our participation within the commu-yc - 1o intelligence source when the unauthorized
mandating a mere ten-year classification status form y_of Vnat|ons._ Protecting |nfo_rm_at|on critical to OU jisclosure of that source would clearly and demonstra-
newly-created documents. But at the same time, ti10"'S security remains a priority. In recent yearsgl damage the national security interests of the United
order responded to the concerns of secrecy-consciortljgw_ever’ dramatlc_changes have altered, though n ates;
government agencies by including a broad range fpmlnated, the national sef:urlty threats that we con- (2) reveal information that would assist in the
exemptions and grace periods through which inform font. These changes provide a greater opportunity EPeveIopment or use of weapons of mass destruction;
tion can be kept secret, emphasize our commitment to open Government.... (3) reveal information that would impair U.S.
The full text of Executive Order (EO) 12958, cryptologic systems or activities;
“Classified National Security Information,” runs 39  [omitted sections concern legal definitions and (4) reveal information that would impair the appli-
legal-sized, double-spaced pages. Excerpts from therocedures for classification and declassification of
introduction and some of the sections dealing with decurrent and future government-generated materials]

continued on page 160
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THE PATH TO DISAGREEMENT:
U.S.-SOVIET COMMUNICATIONS LEADING TO VANCE'S MARCH 1977 TRIP TO MOSCOW

Ambassador A.F. Dobrynin’s Conversation  areas to which Mr. Brezhnev had referred. Witkions, | inquired of Harriman whether he could
with Averell Harriman, December 1, 1976  good will on both sides, President-elect Cartemot in a more detailed way set forth Carter’s
believes, progress can be made in the matter pdsition on that question. In particular, | asked

Embassy of the USSR in the USA cooperation between the USA and the USSRjm what, concretely, did Carter have in mind
Washington, D.C. which will strengthen peace in the whole worldwhen he publicly offered a proposal for a “freeze”
Top secret Harriman said further—continuing to read—in strategic weapons: within what temporal, quan-

Copy No. 1 that Carter is very satisfied with the tone of thétative, or qualitative framework was he operat-
General Secretary’s message. Noting that befoirey.
From the Journal he assumes the post of President he is not in a Harriman said that he had asked that type of
of DOBRYNIN, A.F. position to conduct negotiations, Carter at thquestion in his conversation with Carter. How-
same time declared that when he receives tleger, Carter had answered him that for the time
RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION authority, he will quickly and insistently act tobeing he had on that issue only ideas and convic-
achieve an agreement on the limitation of stratéions of a general character which seemed impor-

with A. HARRIMAN gic weapons. Carter added that he would like tiant to him, but he still had not precisely formu-
be sure that limitations will be mutually advantatated comprehensive, integrated positions.
December 1, 1976 geous and that the relative power of the two sides  He intends to formulate such a position

will not be changed during the process of reduavhen he names his chosen candidates to the posts
On December 1 Harriman came to visit metions. In addition he stressed that a means mustdieSecretary of State, Secretary of Defense, and
I. He said that he had met with J. Carter orfound to assure our peoples that the agreemehitle to the President for National Security Af-
Monday, November 29, at his (i.e. Carter’s)will be fulfilled. fairs, whom he would, as one of his highest
home in the city of Plains (state of Georgia). As  The current problems in the negotiations opriorities, instruct to work out this position, which
had been agreed, he, Harriman, had brought tbe limitation of nuclear weapons are too techniwould encompass the complex political and tech-
Carter’s attention the messages which had beeaal for him to comment on at the present time, andcal aspects of the entire problem.
brought from Moscow on behalf of L.I. he, Carter, cannot, it goes without saying, be I|directed Harriman’s attention to that point
BrezhneV, as well as other messages which thdound by the past negotiations. At the same timethe thoughts of Carter which he had transmitted
Soviet Ambassador had expressed to himhe fully will take into account the work that hasoday where (Carter) had said that he could not be
Harriman, in accordance with the instruction tobeen done over the past two years. bound by past strategic arms limitation negotia-
bring this information to Carter’s attention. Further Harriman said that Carter hopes thdions. | said that an approach like that is incom-
The “President-elect” (Carter’s currenttitle) the negotiations on limiting strategic weapongrehensible, ifitis fraught with serious complica-
has authorized Harriman to convey the followingwill be concluded at a summit meeting, i.e. at &ions for future negotiations. All previous nego-
answer for transmission to L.l. Brezhnevpersonal meeting between him, Carter, and Liations had been conducted on behalf of the
(Harriman read further from the text which heBrezhnev. United States, of the country as a whole and the
was holding): Carter thinks that the negotiations whicharrival of a new President should not mean break-
Carter received the message from Generatill begin after he assumes the post of Presideintg off everything positive that had been achieved
Secretary L.I. Brezhnev and was grateful for thevould be accelerated if it would be possible tbefore him. | reminded Harriman that | had
sentiments expressed in it. Personally, he highlgnaintain the practice, which had justified itself inpointed this out to him at our previous meeting,
values the fact that he received an expression ttie past, of dispatching at the decisive momentimhen, in accordance with instructions certain
the views of the General Secretary. Although héhe negotiations a special trusted representatigensiderations from Moscow had been expounded
does not have the possibility to conduct negotiaef the President to set forth the President’s prae him for transmittal to Carter.
tions before assuming his position, he would likgposals and thoughts personally to General Secre- Harriman said that he had recalled this when
to declare that he shares the aspiration of th@ary L.I. Brezhnev. he was speaking to Carter, and had specially
General Secretary for an improvement in rela-  Harriman further reported in confidence thatlirected his attention to that circumstance.
tions between our two countries. He also recogcarter had asked him whether L.I. Brezhnev  Carter had answered him, Harriman, that he
nizes the importance of mutual limitations inwould accept an invitation if he, Carter, invitesunderstands this point, and that he had therefore
nuclear weapons and of bringing the arms race tthe General Secretary to come to the Unitedhicluded in his responding thoughts to L.l
a halt. States for the final stage of the negotiations ari8rezhnev the comment that he will take the work
Mr. Carter often expressed these sentimenthe conclusion of an agreement on the limitatiothat has been done at the SALT negotiations over
during the recent presidential election campaigmf strategic weapons. the last two years fully into account. However, at
and he thinks that the majority of Americans Harriman, in his words, had expressed tthe same time, he, Carter, would like to reserve
agree with his desire to limit the nuclear weapon€arter his own opinion to the effect that he hopdsr himself the right to express certain possible
in our two countries and to stop further prolifera-that L.I. Brezhnev will accept such an invitationnew thoughts or correctives which might occur to
tion of nuclear capability among other countriesinsofar as there is already established a definitem in the context of finishing up a final agree-
He notes with satisfaction that Mr. Brezhnevorder of visits of the countries’ leaders to eacment, especially if they might promote the reso-
shares his point of view on the importance obther for summit meetings, and it was now thé&ution of the remaining disputed issues. In prin-
cooperation between our two countries in théPresident’s turn to invite the General Secretary wiple he wants to reserve for himself such a
matter of taking measures against the proliferahe United States. possibility.
tion of nuclear weapons. 2. During the conversation with Harriman, 3. During the conversation Harriman under-
President-elect Carter expects as well thén relation to his comments about J. Carter'fined that Carter is very interested in the question
establishment of constructive relations in otheattitude about strategic arms limitation negotiaef non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, which
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along with the question of limitation of strategic | want to express my gratitude for the unofgreater and greater extent demands collective
arms will be a priority in his plans regardingficial letters which | recieved from you, and inanswers to the main human questions, and | hope
negotiations with the Soviet Union after he asthis connection | want to confirm that my aim ighat our countries can cooperate more closely in
sumes the post of President. to improve relations with the Soviet Union on theorder to promote the development, better diet and
He, Carter, is very worried by the spread obasis of reciprocity, mutual respect and advamore substantive life for less advantaged part of
nuclear technology around the world. And altage. | will pay close personal attention to thisnankind.
though many chances had already over the pagbal, as will Secretary of State Vance. I look forward to a meeting with you and to
years been missed, there is still, in his opinion, | read your public statements with greatiscussing at this meeting both our different and
time to take certain joint measures to put a brakimterest and they make me believe that we shapar common interests. Inthe mean time | suggest
on this process. As on the question of limitatiora common aspiration for strengthening and présoth of us should do everything in our power to
of strategic weapons, so far Carter has no mogerving the perspectives for stable peace. promote Soviet-American relations. | suggested
concrete thoughts on this issue. In Harriman’s  Aslunderstand your highlyimportantspeecltio Secretary of State Vance to prepare for a
words, Carter himself said that the details of hisn Tula, the Soviet Union will not strive for meeting with you in the spring, if you wish, for a

position still need to be worked out. superiority in arms, it will stand against such aeview of the progress we have made and to
conception, and that it will require only a defensdiscuss the key problems which remain unsolved.

Ambassador of the USSR in the USA which is strong enough to deter any potentidoth of us atthat time also would like to exchange

[signature] enemy. The United States does not want angpinions about the next meeting between you and
thing less or more for itself either. Therefore, oume.

/A. DOBRYNIN/ two countries, with consistency and wisdom,  Any concrete ideas, on these or any other

should be able to avoid a new arms race. duestions, which you might like to relate to me
[Source: Russian Foreign Ministry archives, declared to the American people that the eliminavill be very welcomed and thoroughly studied.
Moscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]  tion of all nuclear weapons is my firm goal.
There are three areas in which progress can  With best regards,

* ok ok ok be made on the way to this goal. The most Sincerely,
President Carter’s Letter to General important first step must be the urgent achieve-
Secretary Brezhnev, January 26, 1977 ment of an agreement on the second stage strate- Jimmy Carter

gic weapons limitation, and also an agreement to
Top secret move on in the direction of additional limitationsJanuary 26, 1977
Copy 1 andreductionsinthe sphere of strategic weaporwhite House
Moreover, | hope that we will soon be able taVashington, D.C. [...]

Embassy of the USSR in the USA conclude a properly verifiable agreement on the
Washington, D.C. universal banning of all nuclear tests, and that wehe Ambassador of the USSR in the USA
also will strive to achieve more openness regard-
From the diary ing the strategic policy of our countries. Itis also [signature] A. Dobrynin
of DOBRYNIN A.F. important to renew the efforts to make progress at
the negotiations on balanced reduction of mili- /A. DOBRYNIN/

RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION tary forces in Central Europe.
We also have a responsibility to carry out §Source: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,

with the USA Secretary of State policy directed at preventing explosions, whictMoscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]
could lead to dangerous conflicts, in tense re-
C. VANCE gions of the world. The United States will work koK kKK
to support a peaceful settlement in the Near East
January 26, 1977 on the basis of the applicable resolutions of the Brezhnev’s Letter to Carter,

United Nations. In the same way, in the South of February 4, 1977

Secretary of State Vance today transmitted thafricawe encourage all sides to start negotiations

following letter of President Carter to L.l. toward a peaceful settlement which could lead to TOP SECRET

Brezhnev: security and justice for all. Copy No. 1

| believe that the USSR can assist in the
“Confidential achievement of progress toward peace in both ¥he USSR Embassy in the USA

these critical regions. Washington, D.C.
To His Excellency My Administration gives much importance
Leonid I. Brezhnev to improving of our bilateral economic relationsFrom the journal
The General Secretary on the basis of mutual and equal advantage for tb€ DOBRYNIN A.F.
of the Central Committee peoples of both our two great countries. At the
of the Communist Party same time we can not be indifferent to the fate FECORD OF THE CONVERSATION
of the Soviet Union freedom and individual human rights.
Moscow, Kremlin We represent different social systems, and with the U.S. Secretary of State
our countries differ from each other in their C. VANCE
Dear Mr. General Secretary, history and experience. A competition inideals
and ideas is inevitable between our societies. Yet February 4, 1977

Having assumed the position of Presidenthis must not interfere with common efforts to-
of the United States, | want to share with you myvards formation of a more peaceful, just and |visited Secretary of State Vance and refer-
views about relations between our two countrieshumane world. We live in the world, which to aring to my delegated task, handed him the text of
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the following letter from L.I. Brezhnev to Presi-development of Soviet-American relations in Moreover, we are convinced that if in our

dent J. Carter: general. approach to the Near East problem we soberly
We believe that it is these questions o&nd objectively take into account all the lawful

“To His Excellency limitation of strategic weapons that will occupyrights and interests of all sides—both Arabs,
James E. Carter the main place in the conversations with Secréacluding the Palestinians, and Israel—then the
The President of the United States of Americatary of State C. Vance when he comes to Moseliable elimination of this permanent source of
cow. international conflicts is quite possible. Finding

Dear Mister President, In our opinion, without further delay we the necessary understanding between the USA

have to put into practice Soviet-American Treaand the USSR on this question, in particular
Iwant on my own behalf and on behalf of myties on limitation of underground tests of nuclearelating to the reconvening of the Geneva confer-
colleagues in the leadership to congratulate yomeapons and on explosions for peaceful puence, will undoubtedly make success possible on
once more on your assumption of the position gfoses. Atthe same time we have to—and we attge great matter of achieving a political settle-
the President of the United States. ready to cooperate with the USA on this issue-ment in the Near East.
| attentively familiarized myself with your intensify our efforts directed at a total and univer- ~ Cooperation between our two countries
letter of January 26, and find it in general consal ban on nuclear weapons tests and at prevavmuld also be vitally important, we believe, on
structive and hope inspiring. We accepted wittion of nuclear proliferation. other international questions—whether it is fur-
satisfaction confirmation of the fact that the goal =~ We want to bring about a shift in the Viennaher steps toward strengthening European secu-
of your policy is improvement of relations with negotiations on reduction of armed forces andty on the basis of decisions adopted in Helsinki,
the Soviet Union, and also your intention to payveapons in Central Europe. We would like thstrict observance of the Four-Power treaty on
attention to this. This coincides with our basimew American government to treat with attentioWestern Berlin, or, say, a settlement on Cyprus.
approach, which | expressed again in public nahe proposals which were introduced there by the  In your letter you, Mr. President, mention
long ago. | want to stress now that we are reaayuntries of the Warsaw Treaty last year. the problem of the south of Africa. Our prin-
to realize by mutual efforts a new major shiftin ~ There are other questions of limitation ofcipled position on this question is very well
the relations between two our countries. weapons and of disarmament which are waitinghown: we are united with the struggle of the
As far as | understand we are establishintp be solved. The Soviet Union has put forwar&outh African peoples for their freedom and
with you a business-like, trustful dialogue. concrete proposals on many of them, and we hopelependence. We recognize the right of nobody
Itis important, of course, that from the verythat your government approach this review corbut these peoples themselves to determine their
beginning of our contact we have clarity andstructively. fate. Despite what is sometimes said about this,
mutual understanding of principle questions. Of course, under conditions when it is stilithe USSR does not look for any benefits for itself
The most important thing here—and it isnot possible yet to achieve a halt to the arms rage this region, and the rivalry with the United
confirmed by past experience—is the necessitp the world, we can not but take care aboubtates there does not interest it either.
to strictly observe the basic principles of equalitysecurity of our country and our allies. Our defen-  Noting the great significance, which you,
mutual consideration of lawful interests, mutuasive potential must be sufficient so that nobodir. President, give to improving trade-economic
benefit and non-interference into the internabill risk to attack us or threaten us with attack. Imelations, on my own behalf | would like to stress
affairs of the other side. With this, and only thighis respect, using your expression, we do ndhat we did and still do want our relations in this
approach from both sides, in complete accondant anything more or less for ourselves. sphere to develop consistently and to acquire a
with the “Fundamentals of Mutual Relations” Yet | want to stress once more with allmore and more broad-scale character, leading to
between our countries signed in 1972, can @determination that the Soviet Union does namnutual—I stress, mutual benefit for both sides.
stable, progressive development of relations bstrive for superiority in weapons. We are deeplut itis necessary for this that they be freed of all
tween the USSR and the USA, and the potentiabnvinced that genuine security for all countriekinds of discriminatory limitations and artifi-
to find mutually acceptable solutions to emergingnd for each of them in particular is based not arially created obstacles. Without this, without
issues, be provided. competition in the sphere of weapons, but in theejection of attempts to somehow or other link
For objective reasons, atthe present time trephere of disarmament, and in the elimination dfade with questions relating to the domestic
central sphere of relations between the USA artie material foundation for war. Our futurecompetence of governments, not only will eco-
USSR really is to ensure cooperation between oafforts also will be directed at achieving this goalnomic contacts suffer, but overall relations be-
two countries with the goal of stopping the arms 1 will touch briefly on some other questions.tween our countries will also suffer a blow.
race and of disarmament. Onlyinthisway canthe An important direction of joint or parallel | hope, Mr. President, that with good will
main task of our peoples, as well as that of adifforts of our countries, because of their objectivand sincere readiness for constructive coopera-
other peoples—elimination of the threat of warrole and responsibility in world affairs, is assistion between us you and | will be able to make a
first of all, of course, nuclear-missile war—betance in solution of problems, which cause integood contribution towards solving the problems
completed. national tension. In our opinion the task here is tihat we have. Some of these, including the
As you also recognize, we have to finish theemove the original reasons which cause thepeoblem of strategic weapons limitation, appar-
development of a new agreement on limitation gfroblems. ently will be the subject of an exchange of opin-
strategic offensive weapons without delays. We  The primary meaning in this respect, as youpns soon during Mr. Vance’s visit to Moscow.
believe that this task is completely manageabl®lr. President correctly note too, is the establish-  In conclusion, | want to stress that I, like
Because the main parameters of the agreemenent of a strong and just peace in the Near Eagbu, place special emphasis on our personal meet-
are, in fact, already determined on the basis of tidmost 10 years has passed since the war of 196ig. | will be ready to consider questions relating
agreement which was reached in VladivostoKkThis “jubilee” with all its sharpness reminds ugo the conduct of such a meeting with Mr. Vance,
The successful conduct of this exclusively imnot only of the time we have simply lost in thewho you wrote, will be entrusted with this task.
portant and necessary affair to its conclusiomatter of settling the Near East conflict, but also
would allow us to start hard work on more farof a possibility of new dangerous explosions—a¥Vith my best wishes and respect.
going measures in this area and, undoubtedlgappened in October 1973 and just recently in
would give a new impulse for a constructiveLebanon. L. BREZHNEV
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consideration of the central questions of univettions on cruise missiles and “Backfire” from the
February 4, 1977 sal peace. Ourtwo great countries share a spe@atond stage of the SALT negotiations. We

responsibility not only for doing everything pos-could return to these questions right away during
InVance’s own opinion, itis a good letter. Itwill sible for the lessening of tension, but also fothe following negotiations. If we have ambitious

be given to the President today. working out a series of mutual understandingenough aims and in particular if we want to

which can lead to a more reliable and less dangexehieve real disarmament leaving only the mini-
Ambassador of the USSR in the USA ous political climate in the world. mum level of armaments sufficient to provide
[signature] I know the history of your country and security to both sides, then, it evidently would be

admire it. As achild | developed my literary tasteasier for us to deal with the technical problems,
/A.DOBRYNIN/ reading your classics. | also know how muchvhich now seem very significant and compli-
suffering your people endure very recently, dureated, later.
[Source: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,ing the last war. | know about your own role in | hope that our additional private exchanges
Moscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.] ~ this war and about the losses suffered by eadh opinion and the negotiations of Secretary of
Soviet family. Thatis why | believe that we bothState Vance in Moscow will cover the broadest

*okok ok are sincere in our declarations about our devotigrossible range of possibilities. | can assure you

to peace, and that gives me hope for the futurehat in the analysis of our arms control policy

Carter’s Letter to Brezhnev, The question is how we can turn this devowhich | am carrying out at the present time, all
February 14, 1977 tion into reality. How can we start a processpplicable proposals will be considered. As|said

which could widen our cooperation and simultaeluring a conversation with your Ambassador, |
TOP SECRET neouslyrestrain and finally limit our rivalry. This hope that we can consider not only the question of
Copy No. 1 rivalry—it is real, extremely expensive, and unpossible sharp reductions of the total quantity of
deniable—can at any moment become very danuclear weapons, i.e. the question of the mini-

THE USSR EMBASSY IN THE USA gerous, which is why we must not allow it tomum number of missiles which would allow
Washington, D.C. develop without restraint. In my opinion, thisevery country to feel secure from a first blow, but
demands, at least, first, work to widen wheralso the question of restrictions on throw weights,
From the journal possible our coordinated efforts, especially in thef the possibility of a ban on all mobile missiles,
of DOBRYNIN, A.F. area of limitation of nuclear weapons; and seofrefusal to take any long-term preparatory mea-

ond, to demonstrate highly deliberate restrairgures in the field of civil defense, and also of such
RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION towards those unstable regions of the world whegalditional confidence building measures as pre-
direct confrontation could arise between us. liminary warning of all missile tests and achiev-

with Assistant to the President | especially welcome your desire to developng an agreement on the non-arming of satellites
Z. Brzezinski cooperation with the idea of stopping the armand an agreement to reject development of capa-

race, andto achieve without delay concrete agrdaility to destroy observation satellites. We also

February 15, 1977 ments on disarmament. have to study practical means to satisfy our mu-

It is precisely in the sphere of arms limitatual desire that our agreements be observed. Such

Today Brzezinski, Assistant to the Presi-tion that we must, in my opinion, put the mairmeasures as on-site inspection and uninterrupted
dent, called me. He said that President Carter hanphasis. | will as always give it my personabbservation from space must the subject of incor-
just written a letter in response to L.l. Brezhnevattention and | can assure you that the officials irect interpretation. These are the means, which

Since the White House is preoccupied withmy administration who are responsible for thesean be used to achieve progress, and to win
meetings with the President of Mexico, he matters will consider any and all of your propossociety’s support and understanding of our ef-
Brzezinski, asked acting Secretary of State [Warals in the most careful way and with the mosforts.
ren] Christopher, who was with him at the mo-positive attitude. In all these areas our final goal must be to do
ment, to give me that letter. It goes without saying that we must havenore than that, as our specialists in technology

Brzezinski said that he would be readymutual security from successful attack, and wsay, which is perhaps expedient now. If we bear
should | have any questions, to discuss variousave to use our role as the most mighty statesttuis very far-reaching aim in mind, we will be
aspects of this letter in a couple of days duringtart a significant reduction of the level of conable to change significantly the level of threat for
our next unofficial meeting (we had a previousventional and nuclear arms. We have no definites and for the rest of the world.
arrangement with Brzezinski to meet for breaktime limits as such, butitis really necessary forus  An attempt of one side to gain an advantage
fast this coming Friday, i.e. on February 18). to achieve some maximum progress without dever the other during negotiations will yield the

An hour later Christopher handed me day. opposite result. We will be striving to carry out
letterto L.1. Brezhnev, signed by President Carter: | agree that in our exchanges of opinion andonsultations without tricks or unnecessary de-
in the conversations which Secretary of Statlays, but also without pressure and unjustifiable
“To his Excellency Vance will have in Moscow at the end of Marchhaste.
Leonid I. Brezhnev, we must concentrate mainly on the question of | welcome your readiness to direct your
the General Secretary of the Central achieving an agreement on the second stage afforts at achieving the agreement on a universal
Committee of the Communist Party strategic arms limitation, possibly including someest ban. | realize that problems remain regarding
of the Soviet Union significant reductions of the level of forces. Mayb@ther countries which continue to conduct testing
Moscow, Kremlin we could bring these negotiations to a successfptograms and the possible use of peaceful nuclear
conclusion if we agree that this is only the firsexplosions in mining industry or construction,
Dear Mr. General Secretary, step in the process which could lead to biggdyut | believe that there are satisfactory ways to

reductions in our respective nuclear arsenalsonsider these problems. | intend to ask the
| am very pleased to note that our firstRegarding this, | wonder if it wouldn’t be usefulCongress to ratify two agreements which have
exchange of letters has brought us at once to study the possibility of separating the queslready been concluded between our two govern-
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ments, but | treat them only as steps on the waymoents reached in Helsinki relating to humaWhite House
the common goal of bringing a total halt torights. As | said to Ambassador Dobrynin, waVashington
nuclear testing. Until then our government wilhope that all aspects of these agreements canfebruary 14, 1977”
observe these unratified agreements. realized. Itis not our intention to interfere in the

As far as | know there were proposals in thenternal affairs of other countries. We do notwish
past to demilitarize the Indian Ocean, and thede create problems with the Soviet Union, butit  Christopher could not comment on this let-
proposals were not seriously studied. | asked nwill be necessary for our Administration fromter at all, referring to the fact that it was prepared
colleagues to study the the Indian Ocean questitime to time to publicly express the sincere anth the White House by the President himself.
thoroughly, so that we will be ready to speakleep feelings which our people and | feel. Our
more specifically about the possibility of reach-obligation to help promote human rights will notAmbassador of the USSR in the USA
ing an agreement, which could promote universle expressed in an extreme form or by means not
peace. | ask you to inform me of your concretproportional to achieving reasonable results. We  (signature)
ideas on this matter. | presume that in suchwaould also welcome, of course, personal, confi-  A. Dobrynin
situation it makes sense to pay particular attemlential exchanges of views on these delicate
tion to the military activity of both countries in questions. /A. Dobrynin/
this region. This, as it seems, is that obvious case | noted your response to my previous obser-
where mutual profit calls for a balanced agreerations relating to the importance of improvingSource: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,
ment leading to a general reduction of militarirade and economic relations. Your open réMoscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]
efforts in the whole region. marks on this issue correspond to a spirit of

As you know from my public statements, Idirectness which | admire, but we have to do *ok kK k
intend energetically to continue attempts to resomething practical in order to remove barriers.
duce the sale and transfer of conventional weaprom my side, | intend to do everything thatlcan  CPSU Central Committee Politbuto
ons to countries of the third world and | hope thab achieve mutually beneficial trade, but you ar®ecision “About the instruction to the Soviet
you will join these efforts. It seems to me aware of certain restrictions improsed by Con-Ambassador in Washington for his conver-

senseless competition and we, as the main suppiress, which | must take into account. sation with Vance on the question of ‘human
ers, are particularly responsible for placing a  Permit me to say a few words about our rights™ and text of instruction,

limitto such transfers. Obviously other providerefforts to improve the situation in other areas, February 18, 1977

should also be involved in these efforts, and wehere there exists disagreements and potential

will widen the discussion of the question toconflicts. In the Near East, we intend to begin Proletariats of the World unite!
include them. direct negotiations with the sides in that region,

| also welcome your aspiration to move thend | hope to energetically develop a process GOMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET
Vienna negotiations on reduction of armed forceachieving a fair and solid settlement. Mr. Vanc&NION
and weapons in Central Europe forward morwill be happy to have the opportunity in hisSCENTRAL COMMITTEE
energetically until they are at the minimum aceonversations at the end of March to learn your
ceptable levels. We are very concerned abouview on this question, including aspects which Top secret
what seems to be an extreme increase of yorgflect our direct interest as co-sponsors of the
military power in East Europe. At the presenGeneva conference. No P46/X
time we are reviewing our positions on this issue  In southern Africa, we believe that the Afri-
and at the same time are instructing our delegaans should solve their problems without outsid€o: comrades Brezhnev, Podgorny, Kosygin,
tion to continue to study the data which have beeénterference. It is with this goal in mind that weAndropov, Gromyko, Kirilenko, Suslov,
presented by both sides. support a peaceful solution, which corresponds onomarev, Zamiatin.

These are the questions, which, | hope, Mthe will of the majority, and have limited actions
Vance will be able to discuss in more detail aftewhch could increase the potential for violence.Extract from protocol No 46 of the meeting of CC
we complete our own analysis. We will, of We took steps toward opening a dialogu€PSU Politburo
course, consult with our NATO allies about evwith the Socialist Republic of Vietnam with theon February 18, 1977
erything while we conduct this concrete analysigoal of creating the foundation for normal rela-

I would like to make one observation re-tions with that country. In other regions as well
garding the four-power agreement. Asyou knowye will be guided by our devotion to genuineAbout the instructions to the Soviet Ambassador
we think that this agreement applies to all ofreedom, self-determination, and economién Washington for his conversation with Vance
Berlin, and not just to West Berlin. For us, therogress. on the question of “human rights”.
observation of both the letter and the spirit of this | hope that we can continue these exchanges
agreement is very important. We make evergf letters in order to have a clear statement of odihe draft of the instructions to the Soviet Ambas-
effort to avoid sensitive issues, but we must insisiews and to undertake the broadest possib&ador in Washington this question is to be ap-
that this agreement, which is so vital to our abilityeview of issues which have such fundamentaroved. (The draft is attached.)
to develop peaceful relations in Europe, is olimportance for our two peoples and for peace on
served in full. Recently, it seems, there has beearth. From these candid letters we can build a
observed a growing inclination to create newlear and precise basis for the preparation of 0@ ECRETARY OF THE CC
aggravations and limits in Berlin, which couldpersonal meeting, which | anticipate with great

upset the delicate political balance which existsopes. [Along left-hand margin]
there. | hope that you will cooperate in eliminat-  With the best personal wishes and respechMust be returned within 7 days to the
ing these tense situations. CC CPSU (General Department, 1st sector)

We expect cooperation in the realization ofimmy Carter
further steps toward the fulfillment of the agree-
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moral principles, had tried to link the develop- And when, for the violation of the law by the
ment of our inter-state relations with the USA otJSSR citizen, the Soviet authorities take actions
On the point X of the protocol No 46 other capitalist countries with such actually existin accordance with the Soviet law, actions which
ing problems in these countries as multi-milliorare the prerogative of any state, then this is used
Secret unemployment, deprivation of rights of ethnicby the American side thereby harming our mutual
minorities, race discrimination, unequal rightgelations.

WASHINGTON for women, the violation of citizens rights by the Besides, it is known that the representatives
state organs, the persecution of people with prof the American Embassy in Moscow secretly
TO THE SOVIET AMBASSADOR gressive convictions and so on. meet with [Andrei] Sakharov, who knows the

By the way, if one speaks about the concerrgtate secrets related to the national defence. The

FIRST. Meet with Vance and tell him that regarding human rights, how should one view thiast such meeting by the Embassy’s initiative
you have instructions to inform President Cartesystematic support by the USA of dictatorialtfook place on February 8. This is an extremely
and his Secretary of State of the following:  anti-populist regimes in some countries, wheranusual fact and no reference to the human rights

Raising by the Americans in Moscow of theconstantly and violently the most basic humanannot hide that this is a direct act of the Ameri-
question of freeing [Aleksandr] Ginzburg, a So-rights and liberties are violated. can intelligence services against the USSR and
viet citizen, convicted for his actions punishable If we had begun to raise all these questiorsgainst the Soviet social system.  As for the
by law in accordance with our criminal code,as a part of our inter-state relations then, appaeferences to American public opinion, the senti-
aroused the utmost bewildermént. ently, the result would have been the aggravatianents in the USA Congress, etc., one should not

The fact that such an interference into ounf all the relations between ourselves and othéorget that in the Soviet Union there also is its
domestic affairs is being done in the name o€ountries. It would have detracted us from thewn public opinion, and it decisively rejects all
concern over “human rights” does not change theolution of those problems, which could andttempts to impose on us the values which are
essence of the matter. should be the goals of interactions and cooperamcongruent with social democracy and legality.

Obviously, everybody has a right to havetion of our states. All the efforts for guaranteeing
one’s own view on different issues including thethe rights of human beings to live in a world freeECOND. After the conversation the following
liberties and rights of people in any country. Androm wars and burden of arms race, to live in thkind of announcement should be sent to Moscow
we too have our own view of these problems andnvironment of security and friendly relationsvia the TASS channel:
their current situation in the USA. between the peoples would also have been jeop- “On February” “the USSR Ambassador in

But it is another matter to bring these viewsardized. the USA A.F. Dobrynin visited Secretary of State
into the sphere of inter-state relations and thereby ~ We firmly believe, therefore, that the quesS. Vance and drew his attention to some state-
to complicate them. How else can one see thiions of domestic development that reflect thenents and actions of the American side, which
position of the representatives of the USA adédifferences in ideologies and social political sysare in disagreement with the goals of positive
ministration, when they are trying to make theems should not be the subject of inter-statdevelopment of the Soviet-American relations.
questions, thoroughly under the jurisdiction ofrelations. In this regard it has been emphasized that the
the Soviet state, a matter of discussion? Ittouches It is not accidental that precisely this prin-Soviet side resolutely rejects all the attempts to
upon the basic principles of our mutual relationsciple, together with other fundamental principlesinterfere in the Soviet domestic affairs, into the
It must be a complete clarity on this problemwas clearly expressed in the “Fundamentals groblems related to the prerogatives of other
from the very beginning. Such a position of themutual relations between the USSR and the USAjovernments, using the pretext of “the protection
USA is categorically unacceptable to us. signedin 1972. One also should be reminded thatt human rights.”

You and we are aware that we have differduring the establishment of diplomatic relations  The Soviet side could have also said - and it
ent ideologies and social political systems. Cerin 1933 our countries obliged to absolutehhas firm grounds for it—some things regarding
tainly, due to this fact we have different ap-respect unquestionable right of each other tihe guarantee of human rights in the USA, like
proaches to different questions. build its own life as they see fit and refrain in anyunemployment of millions of people, race dis-

We, in the Soviet Union, are proud that theway from interference into the domestic affairs o€rimination, unequal rights for women, violation
socialist revolution and our system not onlythe other partner. of personal liberties of citizens, the rising wave of
proclaimed but also provided in reality the right Not always, however, and notin all respectsrimes, etc. It must be clear, however, that all the
forwork, education, social security, free medicabre American statements and actions in agreattempts to impose one’s own views upon the
assistance, and retirement to all Soviet citizensnent with this. In actuality, the statements aboutther side, to bring such questions into inter-state
And we really guarantee these rights. “concern” over “human rights in the USSR”relations, would only aggravate and make more

At the same time the Soviet laws guard ouserve the purpose of the support and even oulifficult to resolve those problems which should
people from antisocial tendencies such as theéght instigation for some persons, who separatee the subject of interaction and cooperation of
propaganda of war in any form, the disseminathemselves from the Soviet society. It is not justoth countries.
tion of the ideas of race inequality and nationah demonstrative approving attitude of the (USA)  The relations of peaceful co-existence and
divisiveness or from the attempts of moral coradministration toward the activity in the Sovietconstructive cooperation between the USSR and
ruption of people. In our country nobody has theJnion of some American journalists, whose onlghe USA in the interests of both peoples can
right to break the law that is equally obligatory tointerest is to find and publicize the so-calledruitfully develop only when they are guided by
everybody. “dissidents.” Some people from the USA Emthe mutual respect of principles of sovereignty

We do not try to impose our understandingoassy personnel in Moscow are directly involvednd non-interference into the domestic affairs of
of rights and liberties of man on anybody, al-in it. We could specifically name who we have ireach other, as it is stated in the basic

though much of what is going on under themind. Soviet-American documents.”
conditions of another social system seems unac- Telegraph the fulfillment.
ceptable to our people. (For the Soviet Ambassador: If the inter-

It is not difficult to imagine what would locutor asks who exactly we are talking abou{Source: Fond 89, Perechen 25, Dokument 44,
have happened if we, proceeding from our owryou could name the First secretary Pressel [sidenter for the Storage of Contemporary Docu-
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mentation (TsKhSD), Moscow; translation bywhich was agreed in Vladivostok. The basion in Vladivostok, | would like to remind you that

Mark H. Doctoroff.] parameters of the agreement which were fixede also did and do stand for stopping of the arms
there, as well as additional explanatory stateace, including the reduction of strategic forces.
i ments which were agreed on during subsequefihis can be proved by the agreement achieved in
negotiations, were the result of tremendous work/ladivostok, which implies for the USSR a uni-
Brezhnev’s Letter to Carter, In many cases it was necessary to make difficutiteral reduction of strategic delivery vehicles.
February 25, 1977 decisions in order to find mutually acceptabld his, not only in words by also in fact actually is
solutions to an apparently deadlocked situatiom striving for arms reduction.
Embassy of the USSR in the USA And to the extent that this agreement has already We are in favor of the results which were

TOP SECRET been worked out, it is all interconnected—youwachieved in Vladivostok being consolidated in an
Copy No. 1 can not withdraw one important element withouagreement without further delays, and that we

Washington, D.C destroying the whole foundation. want to move further ahead. As already men-

For example, itis enough to recall that—andioned, we are ready to start negotiations on next
From the Journal you, Mr. President should know this from thesteps, including the question of possible future
of DOBRYNIN, A.F. documents from the negotiations—that theeductions, straight after the current agreement

method of counting MIRVed missiles was prewill be concluded.

cisely determined by the achievement of agree-  Yet, we want to make it clear: any steps of
RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION ment on the whole complex of cruise missileshis kind must first of all completely satisfy the

The American side not only agreed to this iprinciple of equality and equal security of the

with the USA Secretary of State principle, but in January of last year a concretsides. It seems to us, Mr. President, that nobody
formula for counting ALCM (trans. “air to can argue with our right to pose the question this
C. VANCE ground”) cruise missiles within the ceilings forway.

strategic weapons was practically agreed. All  How does the idea of a dramatic reductionin
February 26, 1977 that was left was to agree on concrete formulabe nuclear-missile forces of the USA and the
for sea- and land-based cruise missiles. True, thkESSR look in this light? In your letter it is put
American side later tried to propose the removdbrward in isolation from all other aspects of the
I met with Secretary of State Vance and askeaf the issue of sea- and land-based cruise missilg®sent situation. At the same time it is evident
him to pass on as directed the letter of L.lfrom the main agreement, [but] we categoricallyhat in this case the following factors would have
Brezhnev of February 25, 1977 to President Cartaejected such an attempt to break from an alreadyameasurably grown in importance to the unilat-
achieved agreement. eral advantage of the USA: the difference in
“Dear Mr. President, Now it is proposed to us to withdraw thegeographic positions of the sides, the presence of
whole question of cruise missiles from the agreéAmerican nuclear means of forward basing and
| attentively studied your letter of Februaryment. How should we understand this return tomissile-carrying aviation near the territory of the
14 of this year. | want to talk sincerely about thetage which we moved beyond long ago, andSSR, the factthatthe USANATO allies possess
impression and the ideas which it provoked hefigeing forced to face this absolutely hopelessuclear weapons and other circumstances, which
in our country. As | understand, you welcomeroposal? To agree to this proposal would havean not but be taken into consideration.
such direct conversation. meant that blocking one channel of the strategic  The fact that it is impossible to ignore all
The general remarks in favor of peace andrms race we open another channel at the sathese facts while considering the question of
curtailment of the arms race which were contime. And does it really matter to people the typeeduction of nuclear-missile forces of the USSR
tained in the letter, of course, coincide with ouof missile by which they will perish—a cruise orand the USA is so obvious that we can not but ask
own aspirations. We are definitely for the ulti-a non-cruise one? Nor are there grounds ®question: what is the real purpose of putting
mate liquidation of nuclear weapons and, moredelieve that it will be easier to solve the questioforward such proposals, which may be superfi-
over, for universal and total disarmament undesn cruise missiles later, when the sides start tally attractive to uninformed people, butin fact

effective international control. deploy them, than now, while they are still beings directed at gaining unilateral advantages. You
However, advancement forward towarddeveloped. We know from experience that it igourself justly pointed out that attempts of one
these elevated goals will not be accelerated, buipt so. side to gain advantage over the other can produce

on the contrary, will be slowed down, if we first The aspiration to maintain artificial urgencyonly negative results.

of all do not value what we already managed tabout the issue of the Sovietintermediate bomber The same one-sidedness reveals itself in
accomplish in this area over the last few yearsalled “Backfire” in the USA (which is still the proposals on banning of all mobile missiles (i.e.
and, second, if we abandon a responsible, realisase as we understand from your letter), is in rincluding intermediate range missiles, which have
ticapproach to determining further concrete stepgay consistent with an agreement. Let there bthing to do with the subject of Soviet-Ameri-
in favor of introducing proposals which are knowmo doubts in this respect: we firmly reject such acan negotiation), limits on throw weights, on-site
to be unacceptable. approach as being inconsistent with the subject ofspection.

Reviewing the ideas which you expressethe negotiations and having only one goal—to  You of course know better why all these
from this particular angle, we unfortunately didmake the conclusion of the agreement more corquestions are put in such an unconstructive man-
not find in many of them a desire for a construcplicated or maybe even impossible. ner. We want to conduct the conversation in a
tive approach, or readiness to look for mutually  Does the United States really have less of drusiness-like manner from the very beginning, to
acceptable solutions to the problems which ariaterest in this agreement than the Soviet Uniorgearch for mutually acceptable—I stress, mutu-
the subject of exchanges of opinions between uale do not believe so, and if someone has ally acceptable agreements. The Soviet Union

As | already wrote to you, we firmly believe different opinion—it is a serious mistake. will continue to firmly protect its interests; atthe
that in the first place it is necessary to complete  In connection with the question you raisedsame time a constructive and realistic approach
the drafting of a new agreement on limitation o&bout the possibility of a significant reduction ofof the American side will always find on our side
strategic offensive weapons, on the basis of thdte levels of strategic forces, which were agreeslipport and readiness to achieve an agreement.
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We hope to see exactly this kind of a responsiblbelieve that the Four-power treaty should bepeakinglanguage of the General Secretary. Our

approach when the Secretary of State Vancstrictly and faultlessly observed by all intereste®resident still approaches certain international

comes to Moscow. sides, and we will in every way strive to avoidoroblems too lightly. For example, | told him
This refers to the problem of strategic weap+eturning to the period when Western Berlin waseveral times, referring to the conversation with

ons limitation as well as to other questionsa constant source of dangerous friction and cogeu (the Soviet Ambassador) and to the history of

connected with stopping the arms race. Wadlicts. negotiations on the whole, that the Soviet govern-

definitely are counting on the American side Without going into details, | will say that ment gives very much importance to solving of

supporting our proposals, including the proposajour letter does not indicate any changes in thtbe question on cruise missiles. He doesn’t pay

to ban creation of new kinds and systems ofJSA approach to such questions as settlementimuch attention, in his striving to conclude an

weapons of mass destruction, to ban chemic@éhe Near East or improvement in the sphere @fgreement without long negotiations on remain-

weapons, and to conclude a world treaty on nortrade-economic relations between our countrieB)g contradictory questions, thinking that these

use of force. Our proposals on this and somehich could bear witness to an intention to movguestions can be put off for “later.” 1told him that

other questions, including that of the Indianto their successful settlement. it is not so, but... (Vance waved his hands to

Ocean, were presented many times and con- And finally. In the letter the question of soindicate that he did not manage to persuade the

cretely, in particular, in the United Nations. called “human rights” is raised again. Our qualiPresident that he was right).

Keeping in mind the interests of internationalfication of the essence of this matter and of the | hope that the direct letter from L.I.

security and strengthening of peace, we coultehavior of American Administration in this re-Brezhnev, Vance went on, will make the Presi-

also discuss questions raised in your letter, sugpect has just been reported through our Ambadent look at the situation in a somewhat different

as: warning of missile launch tests, reduction ofador. This is our principle position. We have navay.

selling and supply of conventional weapons tantention to enforce our customs on your country |, of course, do not fully agree with what is

the “third world” countries, and others. or other countries, but we will not allow interfer-written in the letter, but | hope that it is this kind
We give much importance to the agreemenénce in our internal affairs, no matter whatkind obf letter that the President needs to receive

on reduction of armed forces and weapons ipseudo-humane pretence is used for the purposew.”(...)

Central Europe without prejudice to the securityWe will firmly react to any attempts of this kind.

of any of the sides. And how should we treat such a situation, = The Ambassador of the USSR in the USA
Yetaone-sided approach is evident as far aghen the President of the USA sends a letter {gignature)

your letter and negotiations in Vienna are conthe General Secretary of the CC CPSU and at the

cerned. Thisisthe only way to treat, for examplesame time starts the correspondence with a ren- /A. Dobrynin/

the statements that the American side views itsgade, who proclaimed himself to be an enemy of

positions in regard to the Vienna negotiationghe Soviet State and who stands against normfource: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,

with the air of some kind of “concern with good relations between the USSR and the USARIoscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]

excessive increase” of military power in EastWe would not like our patience to be tested while

Europe. Not only is an objective evaluation ofdealing with any matters of foreign policy, in- *ok ok ok ok

the real situation missing here, but also the coreluding the questions of Soviet-American rela-

structive proposals, which were put forward bytions. The Soviet Union must not be dealt withCarter’s Letter to Brezhnev, March 4, 1977

the USSR and other countries-participants in théke that.

negotiations and directed at achieving progress  These are the thoughts, Mr.President, whicBmbassy of the USSR in the USA

at the Vienna negotiations, are completely igmy colleagues and | had in connection with your Top secret

nored. We are ready now and in the future for &tter. | did not choose smooth phrases, though Copy No. 1

search for solutions and outcomes, a search whitchey might have been more pleasant. The thing¥ashington, D.C.

does not imply that someone will receive unilatwe talk about are too serious to leave space for

eral advantages. But if we are expected tany kind of ambiguity or reticence. From the Journal

unilaterally reduce our defensive capabilities My letter is a product of sincere concerrof DOBRYNIN, A.F.

and thus put ourselves and our allies into aabout the present and future of our relations, and

unequal position, such expectations will leadt is this main idea that | want with all directness

nowhere. and trust to bring to you. RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION
Itis impossible to agree with the evaluation | hope that with an understanding of the
of the situation relating to fulfillment of the Four- elevated responsibility which is placed on the with Z. BRZEZINSKI

power agreement which is given in the letterleadership of our two countries we will be able to
The USSR never encroached and does not eprovide the forward development of Soviet-

croach now on the special status of WesterAmerican relations along the way of peace, in the March 5, 1977
Berlin, and the appeal for support in lifting ten-interests of our and all other people.

sion in that region is directed to the wrong This morning Brzezinski handed me (Vance was
address. The fact that complications still arise ~ With respect, away) the text of President Carter’s letter to L.1.
there is connected with the completely definite Brezhnev of March 4, 1977.

policy carried out by the FRG with the conniv- L. Brezhnev

ance of three western states, and is which is “To His Excellency

practically directed at dissolving the Four-pow- February 25, 1977” Leonid I. Brezhnev

ers treaty and its cornerstone resolution—that General Secretary

West Berlin does not belong to the FRG and  Vance read the text of the letter attentivelyf the Central Committee

cannot be governed by it. But the attempts tdwice and then said the following. of the Communist Party

break this resolution are a very slippery path of the Soviet Union

leading to aggravation of the situation. We “Personally | welcome such direct, plain-Moscow, Kremlin
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¢) aresolution on mutually satisfactory verificaletter to be “positive.” “Is it not?"—he asked.
Dear Mr. General Secretary, tion; | answered, speaking for myself, that the
d) advance warning of missile tests; first impression after a brief reading of such a
Your letter of February 25 raised inme some) a universal test ban, including a temporarngtter is that it does not much move us forward
concern because of its moderately sharp tonesolution regarding the completion of the curtowards solving that question, which, as L.I.
because in it there was no recognition of my owrent peaceful programs; Brezhnev has written to the President recently, is
good intentions, and because it did not contaif) an agreement not to arm satellites and not tf primary significance, namely—concluding the
any positive answer to the concrete proposafievelop a capability to eliminate or damage theorking out of a new agreement on strategic

which were set forth in my previous letter. Dif-satellites; offensive weapons limitation on the basis of
ferences between our countries are deep enoughdemilitarization of the Indian ocean; Vladivostok agreement. Inthe President’s letter,
and | hope that you and | will never aggravaté) a limitation on civil defense measures; in fact, our positions on “Backfire” and on cruise
them with doubts regarding our respective per} mutual restraint in selling weapons to thirdmissiles are left out; as far as the latter are
sonal motives. world countries; concerned, the impression is that the USA wants
The fact is that neither in Vladivostok, norj) a ban on mobile intercontinental ballistic misto have a free hand in both their production and
during the subsequent negotiations, was any finsiles. deployment, instead of making them a part of
agreement achieved on the question of cruise agreement. At the same time some issues are

missiles and the bomber “Backfire”. | am sure  Of course, the above list is not a completeaised, which, though perhaps important, have no
that such agreements can be achieved in tbee, and other relatively non-controversial quegtirect connection to the mentioned agreement,
future, and | am committed to achieving them. fions could easily be added to it. The main thingrhich thus acquires—in the President’s letter—
understand your concern about postponing theieto move forward without delay on those quesa vague outline, willfully or not leading away
questions until future negotiations, yet | believaéions on which we can reach an agreement, thirem the essence of the issue which is key at the
that we will gain a definite benefit in that we will creating the impulse necessary to get down fmresent stage. | can not but mention also that a
give an impulse toward a quicker resolution of amork on the more intractable issues straight afterumber of Soviet proposals in the sphere of
agreement, and | want to stress that postponigat. disarmament are avoided by silence in the
ment of these two controversial questions would  We are working on these problems withPresident’s answer, as are some other questions
be aimed only at expediting a quicker agreemenfaximum energy, preparing for Secretary ofvhich were raised in the letter of the General
with all its positive political consequences. | anState Vance's talks with you in Moscow. Secretary of the CC CPSU.
also sure that with a mutual demonstration of | hope that you will not base our next corre-  Brzezinski said in this regard that he was not
good will we should be able to reach an agrespondence on the mistaken belief that we laalkeady at that moment to concretely consider the
menton such questions as conventional weaporsincerity, honesty or the willpower needed twarious proposals in the President’s letter. [...]
tactical nuclear arms and throw weight. achieve quick progress towards mutually benefi-

Not for a minute do | allow myself to under-cial agreements. | do not underestimate the Ambassador of the USSR in the USA
estimate the difficulties which stand in our waydifficulties connected with substantive problems
Solving these problems will demand determinaer technical details, but | am firmly committed to (signature) A. Dobrynin
tion, patience and decisiveness. Keeping prechieving success in the process of creating a
cisely this in mind, | wanted to make two morgoundation for stable and peaceful relations be-

suggestions, and both of which aim at resolvintyveen our two countries. We do not seek any sort /A. DOBRYNIN/
the disagreements between us. of unilateral advantages.
First of all, | think it would be extremely I do not see our letters as official documentfSource: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,

useful, if you shared with us your own views orof negotiation, but if we exchange them in privatdloscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]
a significant reduction of strategic forces leveland on a strictly confidential basis, they can very

which we could achieve in the next four or fivewell help us both to gain the necessary under- * ok ok ok ok

years. During previous negotiations on strateg&tanding of the direction of historic development.

weapons limitation, we were inclined to takdt was in this spirit that this correspondence waBrezhnev’s Letter to Carter, March 15, 1977
small steps in the direction of a vague future; dtarted and | want you to know that adherence to

propose that instead of this we now strive taveapons reduction is the matter of personal faitimbassy of the USSR in the USA

define aconcrete, longer-term goal, towards whictor me, which at the same time reflects the aspi- Secret
we later could advance step by step with a greateations of the people of my country. | hope and Copy No. 1
guarantee of success. believe that you and your people are devoted ¥&ashington, D.C.

Second, the quick conclusion of officialthe same idea.
agreement between us regarding the problems on From the Journal
which, asitseems, both sides are inclinedto agree Sincerely, of DOBRYNIN, A.F.

would facilitate our search for stable mutual
understanding. We should use the fact that we Jimmy Carter

have an agreement, or could achieve quick agree- RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION
ment on such questions as: White House
Washington, D.C. with the USA Secretary of State C. VANCE

a) limiting the number of strategic deliveryMarch 4, 1977".
vehicles to 2400 items (or a mutually acceptable

lower level); Brzezinski said that the letter had been trans- March 16, 1977
b) limiting the number of launchers equippednitted to Moscow at night over a direct line so
with MIRV to the level of 1320 items (or athat it would be received there during the éay. I. | visited Vance and transmitted through

mutually acceptable lower level); Brzezinski remarked that they consider th&im to President Carter the following letter from
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L.I. Brezhnev. of more than 2500 km. will be banned comeut on those questions where we note a chance of
pletely; the equipping with cruise missiles with dinding a mutually acceptable solution. Should

Dear Mr. President, range of between 600 km. and 2500 km. of otheve make some progress, corresponding agree-
types of flying apparatus besides heavy bombensents could be signed simultaneously with the

Having become acquainted with your letterwill likewise be forbidden. agreement on strategic weapons limitation.

of March 4, | would like once again to set forth —all cruise missiles based at sea oronland In conclusion, | would like to point out, Mr.

the essence of our understanding of the situatiomith a range of more than 600 km. also should Heresident, that | do not quite understand the

regarding the preparation of the agreement (foentirely banned. meaning of your statement about the tone of my

the period until 1985) on limitation of offensive letter of February 25. Itstone is usual —business-

strategic weapons and in more detail to explain ~ Once again, | would like also to remind youike and respectful. If you mean the directness
our position on the concrete questions which sthat our agreement to count under the ceiling fand openness, with which our views are ex-
far remain unresolved. MIRVed missiles (1320 items) all missiles ofpressed in it, my reasons were and are that this
Let me start with several general considerthose types, of which at least one missile wasgery character of our dialogue coincides with the
ations. We, it goes without saying, are in favotested with MIRV, was and remains conditionainterests of the matter. But if you mean our
of concluding an agreement as quickly as posn achieving final agreement on the issues relat@dinciple attitude to the attempts to raise ques-
sible, without delay. But an effort to do that onto cruise missiles. tions which go beyond the limits of interstate
the basis of some sort of artificial, simplified As for the Sovietintermediate bomber whichrelations,—there can be no different reaction
variant will hardly accelerate the matter, if weyou call “Backfire,” we provided official data from our side.
have in mind the goal which we have posed foabout the range of this plane (2200 km.) and | believe that our private correspondence
ourselves, that is: to genuinely limit strategicexpressed readiness to reflect in the negotiatingll serve the interests of constructive develop-
weapons, guided by the principle of notinflictingrecord this data as well as our intention not tment of relations between our countries.
any loss on either of the contracting sides. Iprovide this plane with the capability to cover
exactly the same way, the preparation of amntercontinental distances—allthisunderthecon-  Withrespect, L. Brezhnev, March 15, 1977".
agreement would not be accelerated if whilaition thatthe question of “Backfire” once and for
setting aside those questions on which a lot afver will be completely withdrawn from further Vance said that it [the letter] will be reported
work had been done, we took up some sort of nemegotiations. We continue to maintain this posito the President.
questions, particularly those which have no dition.
rect relation to the subject of the given agree-  The question of mobile launchers for ballis-  The Ambassador of the USSR in the USA
ment. tic missiles of intercontinental range, naturally(signature)
The conclusion of a new strategic armamust find its solution in the current agreement.
limitation agreement between our countries, oEarlier we proposed an agreement by which dur- /A. DOBRYNIN/
course, would have great political significanceing the period covered by this agreement the sides
both for Soviet-American relations and in a widershould restrain from deployment of mobile launchfSource: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,
context. However, this will become possibleers for ground-based ICBMs. Our approach tbloscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff]
only in the event that the agreement representslae question of possible further strategic forces

genuine step towards limiting strategic weapongeductions by the USSR and the USA is laid out * ok ok ok ok
In the contrary event, there would be an oppositien my letter of February 25 of this year. | repeat,
effect. we will be ready to start discussing this questiorDobrynin’s Conversation with Secretary of

And so it would be if the issue of cruiseimmediately following the signing of the agree- State Cyrus Vance, March 21, 1977
missiles was left outside the agreement. Thiment. Yetin that case we must take into consid-
question is not only tied to the heart of a neweration factors about which I have already written Top Secret
agreement, but, and this is vitally importantto you on February 25, such as: the difference in Copy No. 1
much has already been worked out. Even certathe geographic positions of the sides, presence of
concrete formulas have already been agreed. Tamerican means of nuclear forward basing anfimbassy of the USSR in the USA
propose now to leave cruise missiles outside then operation of air-based delivery vehicles nealvashington
framework of the agreement would not onlythe territory of the USSR, the fact that the USA
mean returning to initial positions but would alsoNATO allies nuclear weapons and other circumFrom the Journal of
leave open the path for the development of thetances, which must not be ignored. Dobrynin, A.F.
arms race in a new and dangerous direction. Takinginto consideration the facts and ideas

| don't think that this is in any way conso- laid out above regarding cruise missiles, it could RECORD OF THE CONVERSATION
nant with the goals of a quick conclusion of abe possible for the sides not only to limitthe level ~ with the Secretary of State of the USA
strategic arms limitation agreement. Therefor@f strategic nuclear means delivery vehicles (2400 C. Vance
we confirm our concrete proposals on the whol@nd 1320), but also to discuss the number of such
complex of cruise missiles, including: vehicles, which are subject to reduction even March 21, 1977

before expiration date of the current agreement.

—to view heavy bombers equipped with Ideas, expressed above, represent our offi-
cruise missiles with a range of 600 km. to 250@ial position, which we intend to maintain during I met with Vance on his invitation.
km. as delivery vehicles equipped with MIRV the coming negotiations with Secretary of State  The Secretary of State said that in view of
with individual placements, and accordingly toVance. It goes without saying that the additionahy forthcoming departure for Moscow on the eve
count them under the ceiling (depending on thguestions, which you, Mr. President, mentionedf his arrival there he would like in the most
type of heavy bomber) established for that typén your letter also demand attention. We will bggeneral terms to describe their approach to a new
of delivery vehicle—1320 items; cruise missilesready to set forth our preliminary ideas on thesagreement with the Soviet Union on the limita-
ALCM (trans. i.e. “Air to Ground”) with a range questions. Special negotiations would be carrigtbn of strategic weapons. In this regard he
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underlined several times that the observatiorthe cruise missiles and “Backfire”) to the nextthe new administration does not consider itself
which he would make continue to be subject tthird stage of SALT negotiations—could servecompletely committed to the approach of the
review by the President, that they are still not set, After | heard what Vance had to say, | toldormer administration and that the Carter govern-
and thatthey may be susceptible to certain changbgn that if | may speak frankly, none of thesanent strives toward a real, and not just a superfi-
This applies also to numerical data, which als@merican proposals give a real basis for achieial reduction in strategic weapons.
does not reflect the final position of the USA. ing a mutually acceptable agreementin Moscow. | noted in this regard in conducting such
Vance said that in their opinion, two vari- | said further that upon first considerationimportant negotiations we start from the fact that
ants of an agreement on the second stage of SAHTe “comprehensive” variant actually looks evenve are dealing with the government of the USA,
are possible: one is comprehensive, which theyorse than the limited variant, the shortcomingnd that the reevaluation by every new adminis-
prefer, another is more limited and will be intro-of which was convincingly shown in L.I. tration of agreements reached by its predecessor
duced in case the first one is not agreed on. Brezhnev’s last letter to the President. The fadoes not strengthen the basis for international
Thefirst variant—the more complete agreethat American side is striving, judging by theagreements.
ment, according to Vance—could consist of thexpressed considerations, toward a one-sided Overall, | said, in my personal opinion both
following parts. advantage, iscompletely obvious. | asked Vancef the proposed variants are not only not directed
what, in the opinion of the administration, theoward achieving a mutually advantageous SALT
1. The American side believes that it wouldSoviet Union would get in exchange for all thatagreement, but to the contrary significantly
be good already at this stage to agree on certain If | may summarize, in the subsequent disweaken the chances for a quick conclusion of the
reductions from the levels of strategic arms estabussion Vance, justified the American positiorsecond stage of negotiations. | appealed to Vance
lished in Vladivostok. This would reflect thewith the following: to take into account everything that had already
intention of the sides to begin real arms reduction, A decrease in the overall level of been said by the Soviet side, especially the points
instead of merely adapting to the approximate  delivery vehicles from 2400 to 2000 made in the letters from the General Secretary of
actual levels of weapons which [the sides] have or  would impact, in his words, not only the  the CC CPSU about the possible paths to resolu-
plan to have. In this context, in their opinion, the Soviet Union, but also the USA, which  tion of the problems of strategic arms limitation,
limitation of the levels could have the following currently has 2150 strategic delivery during the final review of their positions.

character: vehicles. Although he had to recognize Vance said that the position he had ex-
— up to 2000 total strategic delivery vehicles; that the reduction would have a stronger pressed is not final, but that their position “also
— up to 1200 MIRVed launchers. impact on the Soviet side, he added that must be understood”—the USA cannot consider

areduction in MIRVed launchers would  accepting in full a Soviet approach according to
2. The Soviet side, taking into consideration ~ have more of an impact on the USAthan which, in his words, the American side should
its advantage in throw weight, must agree to a  on the USSR, since the USA had moved accept in full the Soviet position on remaining

certain limit on launchers for heavy interconti- far ahead in the MIRVing of rockets. guestions instead of a search for mutual compro-
nental ballistic missiles (ICBM), which itis build- mise.
ing or reequipping to accommodate the kind oThe inclusion of their suggested limits on our | repeated to Vance that in my view the

missiles called “SS-18" in the USA. (He com-heavy rockets—as a reflection of the problem afonsiderations he had expressed in no way can

mented in this regard that it would be desirable tilve Soviet advantage in throw-weight which haserve as a basis for the compromise he had men-

have, say, 150 missiles of this kind instead dbng worried them—Vance argued that the USAtjoned.

300.) in its turn will be prepared not to develop and not  Vance said that most probably the President
3. Both sides agree to a freeze in the creatidga manufacture M-X, its own new heavy mobilewill convene two more sessions of the National

and deployment of new types of ICBM, with alCBM with increased accuracy. This, in hisSecurity Council to work out the final American

corresponding limit on the number of atmospheriopinion, would be, from the point of view of theposition for the negotiations in Moscow.

tests of missiles. future, sufficient compensation for the Soviet  In conclusion, Vance requested that | con-
4. Creation and deployment of mobileside in the context of a compromise decision omey to the Soviet leadership that he is coming to
ICBMs are prohibited. In this regard the Unitedhe problem of throw-weight. Moscow with a serious task from President Carter

States would take an obligation to stop develop- Speaking about the elimination of cruiseo try and come to an agreement on the central
ment and deployment of its mighty mobile ICBMmissiles with a range of more than 2500 kmissue of his trips, and that if necessary he will be

“M-X". Vance asserted that the remaining missiles (i.prepared, to stay over for a day or two to finish a
5. All cruise missiles with a range of morethose with a range of less than 2.5 thousand krdgtailed consideration of possibilities for the
than 2500 km are banned. are medium range rather than intercontinental. bjuickest conclusion of a new agreement on the

Inthe eventthat the Soviet side agrees to thikis regard, he tried to make an analogy with odimitation of strategic weapons.
proposal the American side will be ready tdackfire, which has a range of 2200 km and is
accept the Soviet position concerning the “Backtherefore characterized by the Soviet side as a Ambassador of the USSR in the USA
fire” bomber, by agreeing not to ascribe intercontactical, rather than strategic type of weapon.
tinental capability to this plane. The USA will be I made points consistent with our proposed (signature)
also ready to take into consideration Soviet datgreement on the second stage of SALT, using /A. Dobrynin/
about the radius of operation of this bomber. arguments contained in the communications of
This, said Vance, is, in general, the structure.l. Brezhnev and our position in previous negofSource: Russian Foreign Ministry archives,

of the possible first variant of the agreement. tiations with the Americans. Moscow; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]
As analternative to this agreement (if it is In reply to my observation that the prepara-
notachieved), Vance continued, President Carteft®®n of an agreement cannot be accelerated if we * ok ok

already well-known proposal—to conclude alimset aside issues which had already been jointly
ited Vladivostok agreement, including into it allworked out, and begin to consider some new [Ed. note: Despite Dobrynin’s clear warn-
items on which the sides had reached agreemeqgtiestions which hinder the achievement of aimg of the chilly reception it would receive, Vance

but deferring unresolved questions (i.e. first of athgreement, Vance characteristically retorted that continued on page 160



RESPONSE -

THE SUDOPLATOV CONTROVERSY:

The Authors of SPECIAL TASKSRespond to Critics

[Ed. note: The previous issue of theSudoplatov’s character are not substantivdismissal of the Bohr documents without an
CWIHP Bulletin (Issue 4, Fall 1994) con- rebuttal. It is rather curious that Davidequal side-by-side explanation from physi-
tained several articles that expressed critiHolloway, who at great length explains theists who have affirmed the intelligence
cisms of a book by former KGB officer Pavedifficulties of meshing the sources of hisvalue of the answers Bohr gave to the ques-
Sudoplatov-Special Tasks: The Memoirs scholarship, refuses to listen to the one litions prepared by Soviet intelligence in No-
of an Unwanted Witness—A Sovieting participant who, because of the seniorember 1945. Holloway’s contention that
Spymastelhy Pavel and Anatolii Sudoplatov role he played, has a unique perspective @ohr did not go beyond the Smythe reportin
with Jerrold L. and Leona P. Schecter (Boshow the parts of the story fit together. his replies to Terletsky has been seriously
ton: Little, Brown, and Co., 1994)—par- The publication of SPECIAL TASKS contested by physicists who examined the
ticularly its assertion that several leadingbrought forth a latent and angry battle imlocuments (Se&unday Time$London],
scientists involved in the Manhattan ProjectMoscow over who should take credit for thedune 26, 1994). The claim that Bohr was
including Enrico Fermi, J. Robert success of the Soviet atomic bomb. Liningnly a theoretician and could not have com-
Oppenheimer, Leo Szilard, and Niels Bohrup against Sudoplatov and his co-workensiented on engineering problems is belied
knowingly and improperly provided secretwere scientists who feared that they wouldy Margaret Gowing, an author who wrote
atomic information to Soviet espionage. Atose the honors and credit they received f@bout the British bomb program and who is
the time, thaulletin invited Sudoplatov or their contribution. Yuri Smirnov is the leaderthighly praised by Holloway.
his co-authors to respond in the next issuef this group. Standing beside them are Smirnov and Zubok can hardly be
and they do so below, in letters from thepresent day Russian intelligence officergounted disinterested critics, since each is
Schecters, from Pavel Sudoplatov (for thesuccessors to the KGB, who had their owtransmitting the position of his constitu-
paperback edition oSpecial Tasks and publishing contract to tell the atomic espioency.
from Stanford University professor Robertnage story and were under pressure to pro- A few of the recent affirmations of
Congquest, who contributed the foreward taluce documentation on their alleged supeBudoplatov’s story are worthy of note:
Special TasksAs before, thBulletinwel-  spy Perseus. On Sudoplatov’s side, able to # According to Yuril. Drozdov, former
comes contributions from anyone wishingverify pieces of the story, were elderly intelchief of KGB lllegal Operations 1980 to
to contribute evidence to the debate, or tdigence veterans, fearful of coming forwardl991, and who served in the New York

respond to statements contained in the lebecause of threats to their pensions. residency of the KGB from 1975 to 1979,
ters below, in future issues.] This angry debate spilled over into théSudoplatov’s information on the coopera-
American media. Writers like Holloway tion of outstanding American physicists with
April 21, 1995 and Richard Rhodes, who had done signifSoviet intelligence is quite reliable.”
cant research among scientists, but were Drozdov’'s statement was solicited and
TO THE EDITOR: unable to come up with primary sources oguoted by the editorial board dfiridical

Soviet atomic espionage, acted as surrGazette a Moscow publication, in a foot-

A year after the publication of SPE-gates for the scientists and attackedote to a book review of “Special Tasks” in
CIAL TASKS by Pavel A. Sudoplatov, and Sudoplatov. Holloway relies heavily on theMarch, 1995.
the media uproar it evoked, not one opoint of view of surviving scientist Yuli The review, written by Leonid
Sudoplatov’s critics has shown him to beKhariton, whose interest is not to give crediVladimirovich Shebarshin, head of the First
mistaken in any significant aspect of higto the contributions of the hated Soviet intelChief Directorate (foreign operations) of the
revelation of how Soviet atomic espionagdigence apparatus. Sudoplatov, contrary t6§GB from 1988 to 1991, reads in part:
was conducted. claims by Smirnov and Zubok, has been “The book SPECIAL TASKS is very

Inthe CWIHPBUIletin, fall 1994, three evenhanded in giving credit to both scienattractive and in its totality appears to be
critics were given extensive space to attackists and intelligence officers. reliable. If there were legends in the intelli-
the validity of Sudoplatov’s account with- We helped Sudoplatov tell his story bygence service Pavel A. Sudoplatov would
out providing any opportunity for opposingorganizing the chronology and translatingnave been the hero, but the traditions of the
views to be stated examining the validity ofhis words into readable English. We did nahtelligence service are not to reminisce.
their criticisms. There was no presentatiomlter accounts of poisoning, terrorism, esfhe more important the case the narrower
from those who consider Sudoplatov’s orapionage and perversions of ideology thahe list of people who know about it, and
history a major contribution to understandmade him an unwanted witness in Russihese people are accustomed to keep silence.
ing the Stalin period and atomic espionageand an NKVD monster in the West. He  “Now (fifty years later) the archives are
David Holloway, Yuri Smirnov and Vlad remains a Stalinist with few regrets. We didtolen and the enemies of Russia exploit the
Zubok, each with their own unstated agendanot soften his tone nor did we enhance higecrets of the country in their interests. Here
dismiss both Sudoplatov's account of Soaccount. comes a remarkable and surprising event in
viet atomic espionage and the Bohr docu- It was professionally irresponsible forthe midst of these unjust judgments, where
ments that verify a part of it. Attacks ontheBulletinto print Smirnov’s and Zubok'’s false withesses dominate the scene and where
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the judges pursue their own goals. Her©ppenheimer’s circle, was Zoya Zarubin'©ne, the intelligence arm of the Council of
comes a witness who is alive and tries tetepmother. Ministers, which | formally headed from
speak the truth about the events of many In his own letter, which will appear in 1945 to 1946, had direct close cooperation
years ago.” the forthcoming paperback edition of SPEwith Academicians Kurchatov, Kapitsa,
# The director of the Russian StateCIAL TASKS, Pavel Sudoplatov offers moreKikoin, Alikhanov and loffe and contrib-
Archives, Sergei Vladimirovich Mironenko, details on Soviet atomic espionage operatted substantial material to speed up the
affirmed that Sudoplatov’s account of Sotions. He has requested that tBelletin  solution of the atomic problem in the USSR.

vietatomic espionage was “correctin esserpublish his letter. Some journalists (Sergei Leskov and
tial points” according to documents of the Vladimir Nadeine ofzvestig and historians
NKVD from 1944 to 1953, which were Sincerely yours, of science in Russia (Yuri Smirnov of the
released in June 1994. (9descow News Jerrold L. Schecter Kurchatov Institute) who, | was told by my
#23,1994). They include the documents oheona P. Schecter former colleagues, rose in their careers
Terletsky’s mission to Niels Bohr and the through KGB connections, strongly sup-
formal establishment of the committee ported those in the Russian scientific and

headed by Sudoplatov to coordinate atomighe following letter will appear in the pa-intelligence establishment who found rev-
espionage. “The main sensation is not thiperback edition of SPECIAL TASKS to belationsin SPECIAL TASKS detrimental to

but what we learned about the system. Wpublished by Little, Brown and Company oitheir prestige. They deliberately distorted
therefore are confronted with the necessityune 1, 1995 the material | presented. For example, |
of looking into other documents,” said never wrote that Oppenheimer, Fermi,
Mironenko, who urged that the Presidential ~ Writing memoirs, especially for the un-Szilard and Bohr were agents of Sovietintel-
archives and the security ministry archivesvanted witness, is always risky. The eveniliggence. They cooperated, but we never
open their files. one describes have already been interpreteztruited them. It is noteworthy that Klaus

# Former KGB officer Vladimir by interests in power whose version influFuchs and Bruno Pontecorvo never signed
Barkovsky (who handled agents in Englandgnces prominent historians and scientisemy formal recruitment obligations despite
has affirmed Sudoplatov’'s account thatind becomes “history.” | am reminded thatheir regular clandestine contacts with Rus-
Donald Maclean was the first to warn theTacitus began hignnals by writing that sian intelligence officers and agents in the
Soviets that the British were seriously in-“The histories of Tiberius, Caligulaand NeroJJSA and Britain.
vestigating the possibility of constructingwhile they were in power, were falsified  One has to remember that all scientific
an atomic weapon. British critics of through terror and after their death wergiants had a different perspective in the
Sudoplatov were in error in attributing thewritten under a fresh hatred.” 1930s, 1940s and 1950s before the Cold War
early report to John Cairncross. The tragic events of the period from thdnardened their views. At the end of the

# The presence of intelligence officer1930s to 1953 covered in my book SPEL930s and from 1940 to 1945, leading scien-
Kosoy, a TASS correspondent under cove€lAL TASKS, including the beginning of tists of the international scientific commu-
in Sweden, confirmed a triangular linkthe Cold War and the myth of Klaus Fuchs asity agreed to informally share nuclear se-
among Sweden, the U.S. and the Sovighe principal figure who passed atomic secrets among all anti-fascist scientists. Ini-
Union as a path for espionage informationcrets to Soviet Intelligence, had already beerally they were driven by fear that Nazi

# Soviet intelligence officer Arkady told and established as the framework a&Germany would get the bomb first; later
Rylov, who handled incoming espionagecepted by all interested parties. In fact, thetbey believed that sharing secrets would be
documents for Sudoplatov, stated on Rusvere many more sources of atomic secretse means of controlling nuclear weapons.
sian TV that Semyon (Sam) Semyonov, &esides Fuchs. Ourintelligence officers in the United States,
Soviet intelligence officer instrumental in Harsh attacks on me and my book—Gregory Kheifitz and Elizabeth Zarubin,
acquiring atomic secrets in the United Statesyithout debating the principal facts—wereencouraged this attitude of sharing in their
told him the sources of the material wereoncentrated in one direction: to discreditontacts with Oppenheimer; Pontecorvo
Oppenheimer, Fermi and Szilard. me by calling me aterrorist and to hide fromvorked on Fermi.

# Zoya Zarubin, who was a young transpublic knowledge that two independent in-  Reluctantly, the Russian military news-
lator working for Sudoplatov in the early telligence centers in which | worked—thepaperRed Staron April 28, 1994 admitted
1940s, stated in a videotaped interview thaddministration of Special Tasks and thehat “Soviet intelligence agents took advan-
she worked closely with Igor Kurchatov Foreign Intelligence Directorate—existed irtage of an international plot of scientists to
(director of the Soviet atomic bomb pro-the Soviet state security system. The publ&hare nuclear secrets with each other.” The
gram) to translate the first espionage docurelations office of the Russian Foreign IntelWestern press, especially the American press,
ments into workable Russian. She said thdigence Service has alleged that there was neglected to notice this statement by KGB
Soviet intelligence officer Zoya Rybkina, direct cooperation between intelligence anHistorian E. Sharapov and R. Mustafin, which
for whom she also worked, proudly told hersenior Soviet scientists in developing oufor the first time acknowledged the exist-
that she was in contact with Niels Bohr orfirst atomic bomb. This statement is incorence of the “atomic team headed by
important information. Elizabeth Zarubin, rect and was made with the ulterior motiv&udoplatov” andits role in the Soviet Union’s
the intelligence officer whom Sudoplatovof discrediting my account. Department S ofvar effort.
said was successful in penetratinghe Special Committee on Problem Number  Since my memoirs appeared | have met
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with former colleagues who worked with man reward for their services to the SovieRibkina, received the cooperation of Niels
and they reminded me that in 1949 top levéJnion while abroad. Bohr. Back in Moscow she told Zoya
American nuclear scientists turned downthe The otherline was traditional espionag&arubina, who translated atomic documents,
approach of our illegals in the United Statedradecraft, handled from 1944 to 1946 byhat“thisis averyimportantenterprise we're
led by Colonel Rudolf Abel, to resume coopefficers such as Anatoli Yatskov anddoing together with the biggest scientists in
eration “with the international anti-fascistAleksandr Feklisov. America and the world. We are trying to be
scientific community.” By that time the The recently published documents oés strong as any other country would be. |
Cold War was on and the Americans knewhe meeting of Professor Yakov Terletskam happy | am instrumental in putting this
we had our own bomb. with Neils Bohr in November 1945 not onlytogether with Europe, with Niels Bohr.”
Certainly, | do not pretend to knowconfirm my account, but provide additionaRibkina spoke freely with Zoya because she
everything about Soviet intelligence operadetails. There were three meetings witls the stepdaughter of Liza Zarubina, the
tions during the period 1930 to 1953, but aBohr in November 1945. Contrary to atintelligence officer who performed so well
chief of one of the main intelligence servicetacks by historians, Bohr did comment ofior us in America working with
| must stress that from 1941 atomic issuake drawings (graphs) in the Smythe reporOppenheimer’s wife. Zoya metin her office
were discussed in my presence at the regulBine operation was top secret and even tlae number of times with Academician
meetings of the four chiefs of Russian milidirector of NKVD Foreign Intelligence PavelKurchatov to clarify the meaning of the new
tary and NKVD intelligence headed by BeriaM. Fitin was not informed. The British vocabulary of atomic physics. Kurchatov
At first the purpose was to assess the posgihysicist Dr. John Hassard, of London’sirged her to probe the possible variants of
bility that the Germans might develop dmperial College confirmed the importanceneaning in the documents; he barely con-
weapon similar to the British-Americanof the secret information revealed tdrolled his excitement over the new informa-
project. In 1944 | was assigned coordinatingerletsky by Bohr$unday Timefdondon], tion. “Come on girl,” Kurchatov told Zoya,
functions to gather atomic intelligence andune 26, 1994). This was not reported bhen 25, “try that sentence another way.
in 1945 | took all formal responsibility for either the American or Russian press. BolRemember your physics. Is there any other
atomic intelligence in the USSR when | wasonfirmed the validity of the Smythe reporimeaning we missed?”
appointed director of the second (intelli-and resolved stormy debates among Russian The information that Enrico Fermi had
gence) bureau of the special committee aientists over how to approach constructigput into operation the first nuclear reactor in
the Soviet Union Council of Ministers. | amof a nuclear reactor (whether to use heaecember 1942 was initially provided in a
the only living witness from the Center towater or graphite) and the test of samples okry general form to Kurchatov in January
know how all top secret information wasuranium and plutonium provided by Soviett943. Fermi's success was at first not fully
received and processed in 1941-46 from thietelligence. Bohr's answers to Terletsky’sunderstood by our scientists. Therefore it
USA, Great Britain and Canada. carefully prepared questions helped to verifiriggered Kurchatov's letter of March 22,
We received top secret information orscientific papers of Oppenheimer, Szilard943 to deputy prime minister Pervukhin
the atomic bomb from two directions. Oneand Fermi and others which were obtaineasking him “to instruct intelligence bodies to
line was to indoctrinate scientists to coopeby our intelligence and made available fofind outabout what has been done in America
ate in open discussions and the other wasaar scientists. Infact, before the State Archivia regard to the direction in question,” and
bring in top secret documents and informaof the Russian Federation released the Bohaming seven American laboratories as tar-
tion on the atomic bomb. Elizabeth (LizaJdocuments, the Federal Intelligence Serviagets. Several months later, in July 1943,
Zarubina and Sam Semyonov were the firstsked me to help reconstruct the missiokurchatov again asked for clarification of
to establish friendly contacts with the Ameribecause it did not have the documents in itee data in his memorandum.
can scientific community and influence theniiles. Our scientists were at first skeptical of
to cooperate with anti-fascist scientists. Liza We were aware of Bohr's contacts withFermi's accomplishment, and until Febru-
Zarubina and her colleague, the Soviet viceBritish intelligence, but he played both withary 1945, when full mobilization was or-
counsel in New York, Pastelniak, (whoseis and the Western special services. Mjered, only afew in influential scientific and
code name was Mikheev) handled our vetolleagues reminded me that when Bolgovernment circles believed that the cre-
eran agent Margareta Konenkova, (codescaped to Sweden in 1943 he asked th&on of a new super weapon was realistic.
name Lukas), the wife of the famous RusSwedish physicist H.Anfeld to approach  The progress of the atomic project was
sian sculptor Sergei Konenkov, who was$oviet representatives and inform them thaetarded by the lack of resources during the
working in Princeton on a bust of Einstein, tahe possibility of making an atomic bombearly war years. In 1941 it was the intelli-
influence Oppenheimer and other promiwas being discussed in the German sciegence reports from Donald Maclean of
nent American scientists whom she fretific community. Anfeld met the TASS progress in the British program, recently
qguently met in Princeton from 1943-1945correspondent in Sweden, M. Kosoy, a S@onfirmed by Vladimir Barkovsky, that
There are photographs of Margareta withiet intelligence officer, who promptly in- pushed us to initiate our efforts in 1942.
Oppenheimer and Einsteinin the Konenkov'ormed Moscow. On the basis of this news  Both the Soviet and the American gov-
family museum in Moscow. When theythe NKVD initiated the famous letter fromernments did not fully believe in the possi-
returned from the USA to Russia in DecemKapitsa to Bohr, inviting him to come andbility of nuclear weapons before the first
ber 1945 the Konenkovs were granted sp&tork in the Soviet Union. explosive test in July 1945. My colleagues
cial privileges by a government enactment In Sweden our intelligence officer, Zoyareminded me recently that apart from scien-
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tific information provided by senior scien- Special Taskhave described can be denie®ohr’s providing ofinformation, Sudoplatov
tific personnel of the Manhattan Project wesimply because they have never before beeras already on record in July 1982. Again,
also channeled to our government reporteevealed. That something has not been totthe comment, by Smirnov, faults Sudoplatov

about security rules in Los Alamos and cod®efore does not mean it is not true. for “shoddy research” in getting wrong a
names used in internal U.S. government highly peripheral detail (on the dates and
correspondence on the matter of atomisigned/ Pavel A.Sudoplatov reasons for Bohr's trip to Russia). But
research. My colleagues recalled that in “research” is not the point of such memoirs.
1946, under direct orders from Beria and ok ok ok ok Look at, for exampleKhrushchev Remem-
Vannikov, | transferred from Lefortovo and bers where the “original material” (Strobe
Lubyanka all technical intelligence infor- 6 February 1995 Talbott tells us in his Editor-Translator's
mation on the atomic problem to the admin- note) was “quite disorganized” when it came
istration of the Special Government Com-To the Editor: into his hands; and which is full of
mittee on Atomic Energy. The sources of misremembered (and uncorrected) detail—

that information were very closely held un- ~ Your treatment of the Bohr documenimuddling up different plenums, confusing
der Beria's direct personal control and whetin CWIHP Bulletin #4], highly interesting Lominadze’s suicide with that of
he was arrested in 1953 his files were moveith many respects, nevertheless is peculiar @rdzhonikidze three years later, etc., etc.,
to the Kremlin under Malenkov’s orders.others. Most of your contributors are conwhile remaining, in Talbott’'s words “devas-
Beria’s intelligence records, which containcerned to defend Niels Bohr's moral integtating and authoritative.” (As to such dis-
the names of sources of secret atomic bomity. But this is not at issue, though hixrepancies, we may note them in highly
information, have not been released angolitical attitudes may be. Whatever infor+reputable or accepted sources: for example,
their location remains uncertain. Beria’smation he did or did not give was certainly ithe very venue of the wartime Bohr-
atomic intelligence materials are not in theaccord with his principles. The question i$leisenberg meeting is disputed. And inci-
Enormous File of the Federal Intelligencemerely a factual one. Some of your condentally it seems odd thatthe Bohr-Terletsky
Service. Perhaps the most secret parts of thigbutors say he did not have any secrets, soeeting is not referred to all at in Abraham
Enormous file are in Beria’'s personal file incould not give any to the Soviets; others th&ais’ massive biography of Bohr.)
the Ministry of Security archives from thathe had some, but would not have giventhem. With all its errors it seems clear that on
period. The Bohr documents were not found\nd did he only say what was already in théhe substance of the Bohr incident—the fact
in the Enormous File, which contains theSmythe Report? Yuri Smirnov puts it thabf and the organization of the physicist’s
atomic espionage materials, but in the Rus‘practically” everything he told was in themeetings and discourse with a Soviet repre-
sian State Archives files of the Interior Min- Report. Kurchatov’'s comment says that tweentative—Sudoplatov’s previously much-
istry. points were of use. A British and an Americhallenged account has been confirmed by

My story is based on what | remembercan physicist are lately on record to théhe document. There is more to be said.
| had no direct access to archives which ieffect that his replies were clearly helpful. AAnd, given a reasonably critical attitude,
small details may be more or less corredayman, while thus noting that professionaiore remains to be discovered in support or
than my memory. However, the thrust anapinion is by no means as one-sided aegfutation of our present imperfect under-
important facts of my story are irrefutableimplied in your pages, is not in a position tstanding of this and similar matters.
and it was my duty to reveal the hidderjudge. (Even a layman can indeed note Your“update” (p.93)is also unsatisfac-
motives of tragic events in Soviet history. Iremarks—for example on the vast numbepry, citing some but omitting other letters
am glad that my explanation of the death 0bf spectrographs—which are not in the Rean the subject in leading U.S. journals, and
Raoul Wallenberg ispecial Taskwill be  port, though perhaps not of greatuse.) Inarigiling to mention major reviews ime
included in the proceedings of the Russiancase, the NKVD feared it was being misledlonde The(London)Times etc.
Swedish Commission on the Wallenberdy the Smythe Report, as Feklisov (as quoted
Affair, which met in Moscow in 1994. by Zubok) noted: so at least from an intelli¥Yours sincerely,

There are those in the former KGB andyence point of view, even mere confirma-
the scientific community who want to directtion was welcome. The question remains fdRobert Conquest
the public not to believe me because myess clear cut than your contributors imply,
story interferes with their book contracts or ~ The other concern of most of these
detracts from their scientific honors. Somecontributors is to attack SudoplatovMarch 19, 1995
would like to erase the record of combat an&udoplatov certainly misunderstood,
terrorist operations in the Stalin years. Tomisremembered, or exaggerated, much adb the Editor:
day Russian and Western clandestine sp#he significance of the Bohr interview. But
cial operations continue in the Middle Eassome of the criticisms make no sense. David In the CWIHPBulletin, Issue #4, 1994,
against Syria, Iraq and Iran, described alklolloway doubtless wrote in jest when hene of the Soviet-era documents caught my
criminal and terrorist governments, andsaid that since Sudoplatov had co-authorseée because it appears to be an example of
against nationalities seeking their indepenwas impossible to know which wrote whatand raises questions about a more general
dence from Russia. These facts of internaFhere are dozens of books of the same tygssue that has been suggested in the writings
tional life still exist. Neither they nor the In any case, on the main point at issuaf several former Soviet officials on other
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MIKOYAN-CUBAN TALKS
continued from page 109

occasions. one had been in operation, and had contfib-
The document is the record of the Polituted to the death of a president of a neighijor-
buro meeting of October 22, 1986, whicling country. . ) )

. . still a poor country. There will come a time when
appears on page 85. The second item onthe There is of course no way to reconc Sve will show our enemies. Butwe do notwant to
agenda of that meeting deals with the 1986e assessment of the Mozambican Boardl g beautifully. Socialism must live. Excuse the
crash in South African territory of the air-Inquiry with Gorbachev's statement to thenetoric. If you are not against it, let us continue
craft, piloted by Soviet military personnel,Soviet Politburo that the aircraft was “...shbbur conversation tomorrow.
carrying the Mozambican President Samormdown.” The latter now appears in an officipl
Machel. While sitting as Chairman, Generabovietdocumentind becomes recorded fpr  DORTICOS. We can meet, but we would
Secretary Gorbachev states: “The last repgbsterity in that form. If one accepts tijdike to know the opinion of the Soviet govern-
of our pilotwas: ‘We have been shot down.”tonclusion of the Mozambican panel, thpfent and Comrade Mikoyan about what we will

The event in question is certainly not &orbachev's statement in the text of

major one in Cold War political history, butofficial Soviet document raises all the prop-

the Gorbachev quotation raises the problefams indicated above, either regarding
of the accuracy of Soviet documents, and inature and accuracy of information t
this case, at the very highest level: Waseached the Politburo’s staff or its presen|
information that reached the most senidion to the Politburo’s members, or so
Soviet leadership “doctored” in some casesombination of both.
in advance? If so, at what level? By intelli-
gence or administrative agencies? If it waSincerely yours,
not, was the Politburo nevertheless purpose-
fully misinformed on certain occasions? Milton Leitenberg

Following the aircraft crash which re-
sulted in their President’s death, the
Mozambican government established a
Board of Inquiry, which carried out an in-
vestigation of the crash. The possibility thalanuary 9, 1995
the aircraft was shot down was eliminated in
the very early days of their investigationTo the Editor:
There was no mention of the plane being
“shot down” on the tape of the aircraft's In the Fall 1994 issue of thRulletin
cockpit voice recorder. Instead, there wathere is an exchange of letters between Ad

* k k * %

dental. The basic cause of the accident wagws, as an experienced Cold War Warri
a laxity in routine operational precautions agvince no surprise but Ms. Weathersby
several points. In particular, the aircraft hadomment, “This distinction does not ne

am
substantial evidence that the crash was actam and Kathryn Weathersby. Ulam]s
DI,

Ho about the agreement on military assistance.

A.l. MIKOYAN. Let's considerthat. Think
Soout a program of future work. | am free. 1 am
repared to visit you.

a_

e DORTICOS. Thank you. Tomorrow we
will set the conditions with the ambassador.

A.l. MIKOYAN. | agree.

Ambassador A. Alekseev attended the conversa-
tion.

Recorded by: [signature] V. Tikhmenev

Com. Mikoyan A.l. has not looked over the
transcript of the conversation.

[Source: Russian Foreign Ministry archives, copy
provided by National Security Archive, Washing-
ton, D.C.; translation by Mark H. Doctoroff.]

* k k k%

[Ed. note: For an English translation of the
‘meeting between Mikoyan and Castro on 12
ovember 1962, in which the Soviet envoy con-

oF: 1]
taken off for a return flight to the MozambicarSoviet responsibility for the bloodshed t}}veyed Moscow’s decision to acquiesce to

capital with the minimum fuel needed tdfollowed,” certainly does. Just whose ar
reach its destination. It therefore had nwas it that napalm bombed the Koreans
leeway for any unexpected contingency. Thesed delayed fused bombs and further,

aircraft was off-course at nighttime whersorted to bombing the damsin orderto sta%%

fuel ran out, which the flight crew perceivedthe people? Was Stalin to be held resp

and it crashed when the fuel was exhaustesible for the atomic bomb threats and plg

It was impossible to resolve the quesdirected against the Korean people

tion of whether a South African decoy beaTruman, MacArthur, Ridgeway, and last b

con had contributed to the plane being offiot least by Eisenhower?

course, since the South African government Now that the Cold War is over (al
did not make the records of its militarythough one would never know it looking
intelligence or air traffic control agenciesthe current military budget and the plans

available to Mozambique. The South Afri-increasait) it is time we get back to History
can government instituted a National Boardot as propaganda, not as political expg

of Inquiry of its own, and closed it with aency.

declaration that the cause of the crash was

accidental. However, given the date—Sincerely yours,
1986—substantial skepticism can be per-

mitted as to whether South Africa wouldEphraim Schulman
have disclosed the operation of a beacon if

r -

rtf:

ennedy’s demand to withdraw the Soviet IL-28
mbers from Cuba (provoking an angry re-
ponse from Castro), see the Soviet minutes of the
eeting (and Mikoyan'’s ciphered telegram re-
rting on it to the CC CPSU) in appendices to

P&en. Anatoli I. Gribkov and Gen. William Y.
Smith, OPERATION ANADYR: U.S. and So-
Dyiet Generals Recount the Cuban Missile Crisis
|(Chicago: edition g, inc., 1994), 189-99.

Shortly before this issue of the CWIBHBI-
| letin went to press, the Cuban government de-
lassified several @ memoranda of the Mikoyan
-Cuban negotiations. A report on these materi-
gls, and the divergences between them and the

d_Soviet records, will appear in a future issue.]
|_
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WARSAW PACT “LESSONS” CLINTON EXECUTIVE ORDER
continued from page 115 continued from page 143

Stenografische Niederschrift,” February 1966 (Tpp

Secret), in SAPMDB, ZPA, IV 27/208/85. cation of state of the art technology within a
42. "Oplot mira i sotsializma,Krasnaya zvezdal4 | U.S. weapon system;

May 1966, 5. (5) reveal actual U.S. military war plans
43. “La Roumanie n'a formule aucune demande el 885t remain in effect:

qui conceme le Pacte de Varsovie: Mise au Poinfdu gy royeal information that would serious|
ministere des Affaires etrangeres a Bucare tand demonstrably impair relations between tH
L'Humanite(Paris), 19 May 1966, 3. emonstrably iImpair relations between trje

44.“Stenografische Niederschrift des Treffens fuhrenfibinited States and a foreign government, or

CARTER-BREZHNEV
continued from page 154

presented the dual American proposalin his talks
in Moscow with Soviet leaders, in particular
Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko, on 28-30
March 1977. The Soviet side flatly rejected both
variants in the American initiative, insisting on
strict adherence to the Vladivostok framework
and refusing to table a counter-proposal.

Reprasentanten der Bruderstaaten des WarscHpgfously and demonstrably undermine ongoifig The dispute quickly broke into public viewin

Vertrages,” July 1966 (Top Secret), in SAPMDB, ZPpdiplomatic activities of the United States;

IV 2/202/431. (7) reveal information that would clearly
45. “Komplexny material: Cvicenie VLTAVA'” in | and demonstrably impair the current ability of
VHA Praha, F. HPS, 1966, HPS 30/2; a@d)nited States Government officials to protect

“Vyhodnotenie cvicenia ‘VLTAVA'.” VHA Praha, F. . . . .
Sekretariat MNO, 1966, OS/GS, 4/2. the President, Vice President, or other official

46. Maksimov et al., eds.Raketnye voisk3 . - -
strategicheskogo naznachenifi25-126. national security, are authorized;
47.See, e.g., ibid., 125-126. See also “Razvitie voenrfogo  (8) reveal information that would seriousl|
iskusstva v usloviyakh vedeniya raketno-yadernoivojrgnd demonstrably impair current national

po sovremennym predstavleniyam,” pp. 325-334. | security emergency preparedness plans; or
48. See ibid., 330-336 apdssim (9) violate a statute, treaty, or internationp

r:‘agreement.

I

Mark Kramer is a research associate at Bro
University’s Center for Foreign Policy DevelopmehfEd. note: For the full text of E.O. 12958, see
and Harvard University's Russian Research Cenffhe Federal Register20 April 1995 (60

An earlier version of this article was presented a| Eederal Registerpp. 19825-19843) ]
conference on “The Cuban Missile Crisis in Light pf ’ '

New Archival Documents,” co-sponsored by the Rpis-
sian State Archival Service and the U.S. Naval Aclad—
emy, in Moscow, 27-29 September 1994.
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a series of dueling press conferences. On March
30, Vance told reporters in Moscow that “the
Soviets told us they had examined our two pro-
posals and did not find either acceptable. They
proposed nothing new on their side.” In Wash-

for whom protections services, in the interest pf ingtonthe same day, Carter defended the propos-

als as a “fair, balanced” route to a “substantial
reduction” in nuclear arms. Next, in his own,
unusual press conference, Gromyko angrily de-
nounced the proposals Vance delivered as a
“cheap and shady maneuver”to seek U.S. nuclear
superiority, described as “basically false”
Carter's claim that Vance had presented a “broad
disarmament program,” and complained, “One
cannot talk about stability when a new leadership
arrives and crosses out all that has been achieved
before.”

Those interested in additional information
on this acrimonious episode in U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions and the SALT Il negotiations may wish to
consult, in addition to the memoirs of former
officials (including Carter, Vance, Brzezinski,
Kornienko, etal.), the accounts by Strobe Talbott,
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inéork: Harper & Row, 1979; Raymond L. Garthoff,
I$wyente and Confrontation: American-Soviet
eR#ations from Nixon to Reagarev. ed. (Wash-
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. 881294, and forthcoming publications emerging
) tiaeh the Carter-Brezhnev Project.]

phen

Jr.

the
whkJEd. note: The texts of those messages, as well as
Hpgan’s related records of conversation with Carter,

oRan be found in the Harriman Papers, Library of Con-
gress, Washington, D.C.]
2. [Ed. note: The State Department had protested the
arrest on February 3 of Aleksandr Ginzburg, a promi-
nent dissident, for alleged currency violations.]
3. [Ed. note: Evidently an allusion to Carter’s support-
ive letter to Andrei Sakharov, disclosed on February 17,
1977.]
4. [Ed. note: When shown this translation by the editor
of the CWIHPBulletinduring an informal discussion at
the May 1977 Carter-Brezhnev conference in Georgia,
Vance denied the accuracy of the comments attributed
to him here by Dobrynin, saying that perhaps the Soviet
Ambassador had exaggerated his response.]
5. [Ed. note: Evidently a reference to the use of the “hot
line” for this letter noted by G. M. Kornienko in his

opigduction.]




