


































Excerpt From the Diary of Anatoly Chernyaev 
 
5 October 1989 
 
 M.S. [Gorbachev] is flying to the GDR [to celebrate] its 40th anniversary. He is 
very reluctant. Called me two times. Today [he called and said]: I polished the text (of the 
speech) to the last letter–you know, they will scrutinize it under a microscope… I will not 
say a word in support of [East German leader Erich] Honecker. But I will support the 
Republic and the Revolution. 
 Today in Dresden—20,000 demonstrate. Yesterday there was a demonstration in 
Leipzig. Information is coming in that in the presence of Gorbachev people will storm the 
Wall. Awful scenes when a special train [with East German refugees] passed from Prague 
to the GDR via Dresden. West German television shot everything and now is 
broadcasting this all over the GDR. All Western media are full of articles about German 
reunification. 
 Tomorrow the congress of the H[ungarian] S[ocialist] W[orkers’] P[arty] will 
announce the self-liquidation of “socialist PRH” [People’s Republic of Hungary]. 
 Not to mention Poland: the P[olish] U[nited] W[orkers’] P[arty] not only lost 
power—it will hardly survive till its next congress in February. 
 In a word, the total dismantling of socialism as a world phenomenon has been 
proceeding…Perhaps it is inevitable and good…For this is a reunification of mankind on 
the basis of common sense. And a common fellow from Stavropol [Gorbachev] set this 
process in motion. 
 
 [Source: Notes of Anatoly Chernyaev, Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, f. 2, op. 2. 
Translated by Vladislav Zubok. (National Security Archive).] 
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Information on the security situation in the CSSR 
 After the unsuccessful acts of the internal enemies for the 21 August anniversary, 
pressure in the enemy camp was stepped up to perfect the organizational structures of 
individual enemy groups and to elaborate a common platform.  
 At the same time the opponent is concentrating his energies, besides the 
coordinated distribution of various declarations, on the elaboration of a common strategic 
plan of the opposition in the CSSR and the preparation of a joint political party—the so-
called Party of the United Opposition. This was also established at the meeting of the 
consultative group of the independent initiatives (the representatives of the Movement for 
Civic Freedom (HOS), the Czechoslovak Democratic Initiatives and KSP Renewal) on 2 
October 1989 in Prague. The aim of the opponent to form a so-called Civic Committee 
also persists. The purpose of these efforts is the creation of a representative organ of the 
opposition and to bring the state and party organs to a “round-table” discussion following 
the Polish and Hungarian models.  
 Besides the efforts for integration, the tendency of the internal enemy to engage 
official organizations in their activity, with the intent of gaining their own legalization 
and achieving a dialog between official and so-called independent organizations, is 
becoming more pronounced. It is possible to introduce as an example the efforts of the 
“Independent World Association—initiatives for the demilitarization of society” to 



engage the Czechoslovak World Organization in the preparation of the so-called Helsinki 
Assembly for Peace and Democracy with a seat in Prague (the origin of which is 
prepared in the first half 1990) and the efforts of the preparatory committee “Society for 
the study of democratic socialism” to organize an international seminar on Socialist 
Internationales in cooperation with Committee of the Czechoslovak Public for Human 
Rights and Humanitarian Cooperation in November of this year.  
 The internal enemy is also trying to penetrate into the superstructures of the 
society. This can especially be seen in the areas of scientific and cultural intelligence, and 
not only in forced petition signings, but also in the creation of other so-called 
independent initiatives. An example of this is the establishment of the initiative 
“MOST”,14 made up of cultural workers which should also become the mediator of 
dialog between the enemy environment and official organizations, and also establish the 
so-called Circle of the Independent Intelligence (KNI), whose goal is to create a platform 
uniting scientific workers who are opposed to the politics of the CPCz. Its efforts are 
concentrated on the discrediting and disbanding of the SSM [youth union], and the 
creation of a series of independent youth initiatives. The evidence for this is the creation 
of the new “politically independent youth union” in the central Bohemian region and 
other places.  
 A dangerous phenomenon related to the coming anniversary of the origin of the 
CSR and the effort to activate high school youth, is the distribution of anonymous anti-
communist letters from Prague addressed to high schools. For now, this has been proven 
in eastern, southern and northern regions. They summon the directors, pedagogical 
counsels and SSM groups [youth unions] to “a dignified celebration of the 28 October” 
and to the elevation of the work of T. G. Masaryk. They condemn the document “Lesson 
from the crisis development…” and rate positively the intentions of the so-called Prague 
spring 1968. It is possible to assume that they will be gradually distributed on the entire 
territory of the CSSR and broad-cast in the transmissions of the inflammatory stations 
Radio Free Europe and Voice of America, with the aim of sending out their message to 
the widest Czechoslovak society.  
 The internal structure of individual initiatives is also gradually being strengthened 
with the aim of increasing their ability to act on the entire territory. For example, during 
the so-called conference of Democratic Initiatives on 10-16 September 1989, the group 
was further politicized, reflected in the newly approved title “Czechoslovak Democratic 
Initiative, Political and Social Movement” (CSDI), the organizational policies and 
program contents. The immediate goal was the expansion of the member base, the 
strengthening of the organizational structure, the establishing of local and provincial 
groups, and the development of activity in thematic units and consumer clubs. The 
realization of these goals is tied to the creation of satellite organizations, working as 
sections of CSDI (e.g. the student, ecological and others) with their own program, 
making possible for them the future transition to their own political organization. Proof of 
this are the intentions to change, for example, the so-called ecological section into the 
Green Party.  
 Several negative political manifestations in the activity of non-communist parties 
in the CSSR are multiplying. Right-wing and religious-oriented functionaries in centers 
and regions are trying to bring about changes in the positions of these parties in the 
political system independent of the CPCz line and establish political pluralism. These 



tendencies are especially marked in the functionaries and member bases of —SL and —
SS.15  
 During the realization of his goals, the internal enemy is also counting on 
increased support for his activity from the Polish Solidarity party as government and 
parliamentary powers and the Hungarian Democratic Forum and the youth organization 
FIDESZ as an organization directly connected to the politics of the state with a decisive 
influence in parliament, but also with the support of the official institutions and 
personages of Hungary. The contacts with several individuals and groups from the USSR, 
especially journalistic and historic-theoretical circles, with the representatives of so-
called independent initiatives are becoming especially important for the moral support of 
the enemy.  
 The cooperation of the internal enemy with Western political structures and 
official institutions is on a qualitatively higher level. The official actors of the Austrian 
SPÖ and the West German SPD are expressing their support for the activity of the so-
called Society for the Study of Democratic Socialism, which should gradually change 
into assistance during the organizing of a party of the social democratic type. Honorable 
awards from various Western foundations have been given to the head representatives of 
the so-called independent initiatives in the CSSR, as an expression of appreciation of 
their “fight” for human rights. An example of this is the award of “German Publishers” 
with a grant of 25,000 DM given to Vaclav Havel, which is supposed to be used for the 
founding and anti-social activity of the so-called publishing cooperative ATLANTIS.  
 Besides the activity of the internal enemy, Western ideological centers and 
emigrant groups are trying to influence the Czechoslovak public and organize 
provocative acts even on the territory of socialist countries. Polish Solidarity together 
with the Czechoslovak emigration is organizing a seminar in the beginning of November 
this year in Vratislav 16 devoted to the problems of culture in Central Europe, a part of 
which will be an overview of “Czechoslovak independent and emigre literature.” 
Underground concerts of Czechoslovak emigrants and meetings with the representatives 
of so-called independent initiatives are organized in Hungary by ideological centers.  
 The simultaneous activity of the internal enemy nevertheless does not fulfill the 
expectations of the Western ideological centers about the ability of the opposing forces in 
the CSSR to act. There is pressure from abroad on the Charter-77 and other initiatives to 
present themselves in public more conspicuously and to “come out of illegality” and 
politicize their activity, under threat of ending their financial support. The nearest 
convenient occasion for this is the anniversary of the origin of the CSR [Czechoslovak 
Republic]. A concrete example is the pressure on the representatives of CSDI to 
announce their formation of a political party at the above-mentioned anniversary.  
 The meeting of the speakers of Charter-77 on 23 September 1989 was supposed 
to prepare concrete acts, but it was prevented. Vaclav Havel prepared the so-called 
pronouncement for the 28 October 17 for this occasion, in which the conditions of the 
first republic are idealized and the legalization of the opposition, the end of the 
applicabil-ity of the temporary agreement on the stay of Soviet troops in CSSR, and the 
destruction of barricades on the borders are demanded. Other groups are to prepare 
analogous pronouncements. The endeavor of the opponent is to establish from of these 
declarations a common position of the so-called independent initiatives for the 
anniversary of the origin of the CSSR.  



 A meeting of the representatives of illegal organizations The Independent World 
Coalition, The Movement for Civic Freedom and the Czechoslovak Independent 
Initiatives on 3 October 1989 in Prague had the same purpose. Among other things, it 
was agreed that if they were not allowed to use any spaces for their “celebrations”, they 
would arrange a gathering in the pedestrian zone in Prague.  
 The speakers of “Charter-77” sent a letter on 26 September 1989 to the National 
Committee of the capital Prague, in which they proposed allowing “Charter-77” to 
organize their own “independent reminder of this state holiday”, and for its 
implementation they recommended the lease of a hall of the Radio Palace or Lucerna 
type.  
 The coordinating committee, made up of representatives of from HOS, CSDI and 
Renewal, are organizing the demonstration. On 2 October 1989 Rudolf Battek and 
Ladislav Lis met with Dr. Martin Houska of the National Committee of Prague, and they 
requested in the name of HOS, CSDI and Renewal a permit for a demonstration on 28 
October 1989 at 3 p.m. or 6 p.m. on an open space (Letna plain, Hvezda park, in front of 
the park of culture and the vacation house of Julius Fucik or the memorial at Vitkov). In 
connection with this request, during a meeting at the department of internal affairs of the 
ONV Prague 7 on 3 October 1989, they probed the possibility of obtaining a permit for a 
demonstration on Letna plain. This program is proposed at the gathering: after the 
opening ceremony, several main Czechoslovak actors will read quotations from Capek,18 
followed by the main declaration probably by V. Havel with a demand for a dialog with 
the opposition and free elections.  
 It is evident from the context of the activity of the opposition, that through these 
requests it is trying to rid itself of responsibility for eventual consequences of the anti-
social gathering, which they are striving for, and blame the state and party organs.  
 The climax of the acts motivated by the anniversary of the origin of the CSR is 
supposed to be a common demonstration of so-called independent initiatives in the center 
of Prague on 28 October 1989. For now there are various opinions as to its concrete 
shape.  
 Just as in August of last year the enemy environment is counting on the presence 
of representatives of Solidarity and the Hungarian opposition at the demonstration. A 
meeting of the delegates of CSDI, “Charter-77”, Renewal and HOS with the delegates of 
the Hungarian Democratic Forum is also planned for this day to establish a common 
committee.  
 Despite the efforts of the radical part of the opposition, represented by T. Hradlik, 
to concentrate enemy powers in Prague, it can be expected that the acts of 28 October 
1989 will cross over to other parts of the republic. Evidence has been ascertained of the 
efforts of the representatives of HOS and the T. G. Masaryk society to organize a 
demonstration in Brno on Victory Boulevard and Place of Peace for the renaming of 
Victory Boulevard to Masaryk street.  
 As evidenced from the above-mentioned facts, despite the organizational 
measures and the continuing efforts for integration, diversity of opinion and disunity on 
how to organize the anti-social gathering persists in the enemy camp. Especially 
prevalent are the fears of counter measures by state organs and the subsequent “crash” of 
the prepared acts, as was in August. The moderate wing of the opposition is apprehensive 
of the radicalization of a growing part of the group, especially young members and 



adherents, which could lead them to a direct clash with the state powers and even impede 
the long-term goals and plans of the opposition.  
 On the other hand they are well aware that the current international and internal 
political conditions provide them with a suitable space for such a gathering, and to not 
take advantage of them could result in isolation and loss of support not only from abroad, 
but also from the politicized part of their followers, especially the young.  
 For these reasons with 28 August nearing, it is possible to expect increased 
activity on the part of the internal enemy trying to correct the “bad impression” from 
August of this year.  
 The situation regarding the safe-guarding of the state border of the CSSR was to 
some extent complicated by the decisions of the Hungarian government on 11 September 
1989 to enable citizens from the GDR to travel to any country. As a result of this, the 
CSSR has practically become a transit stop for them before emigrating to capitalist 
countries. In total 3,288 trespassers were caught on state borders in September 1989, 
3,082 of them were citizens from GDR. In September there were 9 [incidents of] violent 
border crossings at passport control booths from the CSSR to Hungary. In this period the 
attitude of the Hungarian passport and border organs toward cooperation with 
Czechoslovakia has worsened, since they refuse to extradite the citizens from the GDR 
who illegally crossed the border between the CSSR and Hungary.  
 After the state organs of the GDR decided on 3 October 1989, to put an end to 
GDR citizens’ [ability to] travel without a visa or passport to the CSSR, the number of 
individuals arriving from the GDR dramatically de-creased. At the same time, however, 
the number of attempts to illegally cross the borders into the CSSR have risen abruptly. 
For example, just between 3 and 5 of October 1989, 726 GDR citizens who had 
penetrated into the CSSR in order to emigrate were detained. The situation calmed down 
after measures were implemented by the organs of the CSSR and GDR.  
 A difficult situation came about at the end of September and beginning of August 
1989, on the border with Poland, where it was not possible to secure safe transit for 
overfull international trains from Poland. The delays frequently exceeded 10 hours. There 
were also problems in clearing Polish citizens at the Czechoslovak-Austrian border, 
where the waiting period exceeded 8 hours. The reason for this was the unusually high 
number of traveling Polish nationals and their strict clearance by Austrian customs 
officials. More attention is being paid to the situation on the state borders with Poland, 
Hungary and the GDR, and necessary measures will be taken according to its concrete 
development.  
 There is unrest among Czechoslovak citizens because citizens of Poland, Hungary 
and in part the USSR buy up consumer goods during their stay, especially the ones 
imported from capitalist countries, mostly foodstuffs of all kinds, but also clothes, 
footwear, sporting goods, installation and building materials, etc. Purchases of foodstuffs 
reaching 1,500 Kcs are not exceptional. In some areas, especially those close to the 
borders, it is becoming more difficult to maintain fuel supplies and even certain essential 
foods. As a result, our citizens are criticizing party and state organs.  
 The public security situation in the CSSR in 1989 was basically stabilized, and 
peace and order were secured. Disciplinary units were dispatched only in the event of 
provocative gatherings of anti-socialist forces in January, May and August in Prague. 
Decisive cooperative measures between other units of the security apparatus and the 



People’s Militias brought the gatherings under control. Several instances of disturbing the 
peace also arose during sporting and cultural events. These, however, never went beyond 
the city limits and did not require special forces or measures.  
 Since the beginning of the year (especially in the first quarter and before 21 
August), a significant increase in anonymous phone calls and letters was noted (in the 
end of September the number exceeded 520), in which the culprits threatened terrorist 
acts. There is a clear shift in their intentions. In the beginning of the year in almost all 
cases the destruction of objects or means of transportation was threatened. Recently there 
have been a growing number of individual death threats, above all [aimed at] those who 
publicly denounced the enemy acts of anti-socialist elements.  
 The anonymous threats were proven to be false through effected measures. 
Finding the culprits has not been successful, with only around 15% of cases closed. More 
than 2.5 thousand flyers and 500 harmful letters were recorded. They were largely aimed 
at party and state functionaries.  
 The number of recorded criminal acts and felonies increased slightly to a total of 
135,234, with a constant level of 80% of cases closed. Damages due to by the crime rate 
rose by more that 64 million Kcs and exceeded 511 million Kcs. The slight increase in 
the crime rate was caused by the greater number of general criminal acts (2.3% more). 
The biggest gain in the crime rate was noted in property crimes, rising by 3.2%, with 
62% of all such cases closed. Property crime represented about half of all crimes 
committed in the CSSR. Breaking and entering sustained the most striking growth, 
climbing by 8%. Breaking and entering into apartments is increasing ominously, the 
number of incidents up by 1,641 from last year, while the rate of cases closed remains at 
55%.  
 The number of violent acts remains at the same level of the previous period, with 
95% of cases closed. The number of the most serious violent crimes has gone up, 2 
murders added to a total of 89 cases (with 96.6% of them closed), and 54 cases of 
burglary added to 651 (with 87.6% of them closed).  
 Out of the specific and key problems in the fight against crime, the criminal 
relapse and violent crime committed by Gypsies are rising, constituting almost two thirds 
of all crime and more than one third of white-collar crime. The slight increase in crime 
among young people continues. They commit 16% of all crimes in general and one third 
of all white-collar crime. Most disturbing is the high rate of criminality among young 
Gypsies, representing 25% of crimes committed by young people, exceeding 40% in 
Slovakia.  
 There is a very negative situation in the area of non-alcoholic addiction. The 
number of addicts recorded by the organs of the VB (Public Security) is close to 7,000. 
About half are individuals 18-25 years of age, and some addicts are even children 15 and 
younger, with 200 such cases recorded. As a result of abuse of dangerous substances 21 
people have died in an estimated period.  
 In total 21,877 cases of white-collar crimes and felonies have been solved, but the 
documented damages grew by 79 million Kcs. and exceeded 250 million Kcs. The 
investigative organs and economic organizations share slightly less than 9% of crimes 
solved, although for the most part they are infractions in the work-place. The most 
frequent white-collar crime remains burglary of property in socialist possession. The 



growing delinquency of work bosses in the economic sector is evidenced in the 
uncovering of 1,924 crimes against economic order (a growth of 829).  
 The numerous extraordinary events are causing not insignificant damage to the 
national economy. They outweighed fires, traffic break-downs and accidents, and 
mishaps of public rail transportation. The most frequent cause of the extraordinary events 
is still the disturbance of work procedures, not respecting technical safety, gross violation 
of policies and regulations on work safety.  
 The number of traffic accidents have also increased. There have been 48,912 
traffic accidents, which is basically at the same level as last year. The consequences are 
in all indications the most dire. In all 589 people have died (up by 50), 2,619 were 
heavily injured (up by 401), and serious damages have also increased. There have 
occurred 3,122 accidents induced by alcohol, an increase of 111.  
 + + +  
 Preventive and destructive measures are undertaken in order to suppress the 
enemy’s activity, frustrate the efforts to unite individual groups and impede the enemy’s 
ability to act, especially that of the organizers of enemy acts.  
 In the places of the assumed origin of mass anti-social gatherings and in places 
with a concentration of enemy individuals, especially in Prague, Brno and Bratislava, the 
patrol units of the VB will be strengthened, with the aim of preventing the distribution of 
flyers and stopping enemy elements from participating in anti-social gatherings.  
 In all regions of the CSSR measure have been taken to prevent the participation of 
the main enemies at anti-social gatherings, especially in Prague. Analogous measures are 
also undertaken with respect to enemies from abroad.  
 In the event of mass anti-social gatherings VB and LM units will be ready to 
intervene for the use of more peaceful means. 
 
[Source: A. Lorenc et al., T8/91 vol. XIX., envelope 1, #79-84 (also vol. XXI, #2242-
2247). Published in Czech in Organizace a Rizeni, Represe v CSSR: Operacni Staby 
Generala Lorence 1988-1989, Edice Dokumentu Vol. 4/III (Úrad Dokumentace a 
Vysetrovani Zlocinu Komunismu 1998). Translated for CWIHP by Caroline Kovtun.] 
 







































CONFIDENTIAL
•CONFIDENTIAL 8520

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Telephone Call from Chancellor Helmut Kohl of
the Federal Republic of Germany (U)

PARTICIPANTS: The President
Helmut Kohl, Chancellor
Notetaker: Robert Hutchings

DATE, TIME October 23, 1989, 9:02 - 9:26 a.m. EDT
AND PLACE: The Oval Office

Chancellor Kohl initiated the call. (U)

The President: How are you? (U)

Chancellor Kohl: Fine. I am glad to hear your voice. I saw
pictures of your visit to San Francisco and hope you will be able
to give as much support as possible for that tragedy. (U)

The President: It is terrible, but the authorities there are
doing well. We will help at this end in any way we can. (U)

Chancellor Kohl: I wanted to tell you briefly how I see events in
Hungary, Poland, and the GDR. In Hungary, things are going the
best. The people are incredibly courageous, and very determined.
The present government is taking an enormous risk: the changes
have their origin with the reform movement in the Communist Party,
but it is not at all certain that the reformers will be able to
get credit in the course of the election. It is quite possible
that the Party will come in only second, and there might be a
coalition. We have supported the Hungarians quite vigorously. In
December I will go over for two days to give further support, also
optically. (C)

The President: Where will you go? (C)

Chancellor Kohl: I will go to Budapest and perhaps also to a
second city, but that is not certain. The economic situation is
relatively good there. They can make it, though the next two
years will be decisive. On November 9 I will go to Poland for
four days. Our negotiations have been essentially concluded. I
will do all I can to support the new government, especially in the
economic area. With the EC, I intend to give assistance in human
resources. This seems to be the problem, if I may put it bluntly:
there is a lot of good will and many good ideas, but the Poles do
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not know how to put them into practice. They have to introduce
currency reforms, a new banking system, and other steps to open up
a new market-oriented economy. I will be doing what I can, and I
will also take into account and work on what you have suggested,
so that Western activities can be homogeneous. My feeling is that
our Western friends and partners should be doing more. There is a
difference between words and deeds. I also want to enter into a
new phase with the Poles, 50 years after the outbreak of war. (C)

In the GDR, changes are quite dramatic. None of us can give a
prognosis. It is not clear whether the new man will have the
determination and the strength to carry out reform. Gorbachev
told me that he had encouraged reform during his visit") but* I am
'not sure how courageous he {new Party and state leader Egon Krenz]
is. There is an enormous unrest among the population. Things
will become incalculable if there are no reforms. My interest is
not to see so many flee the GDR because the consequences there*
'would be catastrophic. Our estimates are that by Christmas we
will have reached a total of 150,000 refugees, with an average age
of under 30. (C)

My last point concerns the climate among the media in New York,
the coast, London, the Hague, Rome, and Paris that, crudely
speaking, holds that the Germans are now committed to Ostpolitik
and discussions about reunification and that they are less
interested in the EC and the West. This is absolute nonsense! I
will again and again explain and declare my position. At the
beginning of January, I will go to Paris to deliver a speech at a
major-conference. I will say publicly — also to the left wing in
the FRG — that without a strong NATO, without the necessary
development of the EC, none of these developments in the Warsaw
Pact would have occurred. I am firmly convinced of that, and that
will be my message. It would also be good for you, as soon as you
can, to deliver a public message that progress in disarmament and
changes in the east are possible only if we stand together. (C)

The President: I couldn't agree more. I have seen some of those
stories, but I know your position and think I know the heartbeat
of Germany. The strength of NATO has made possible these changes
in Eastern Europe. We are seeing a spate of stories about German
reunification resulting in a neutralist Germany and a threat to
Western security. We do not believe that. We are trying to react
very cautiously and carefully to change in the GDR. We have great
respect for the way the FRG under your leadership has been
handling this situation. You have done a great job. (C)

I understand that Horst [Teltschik, the Chancellor's security
advisor] is coming soon. We are very anxious to talk with him on
this subject and also about Poland and Hungary. We are getting
criticism in the Congress from liberal Democrats that we ought to
be doing more to foster change, but I am not going to go
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so fast as to be reckless. On Poland, the Congress is pushing us
to put forward more money, but we are moving forward. I asked our
Congress to approve a $200 million grant, which would be our
contribution to the $1 billion stabilization fund the Polish
government has requested. I consider it vitally important that we
help Poland as it implements its economic reform program in the
context of an IMF agreement. I am also sending a high level team
from the public and private sectors to consult with the Poles and
help them as they decide how to implement these reforms. (C)

Chancellor Kohl: I consider that a very important step,
especially to have people from the public and private sectors.
Let me ask you to have one of your collaborators call Horst
Teltschik to talk this over. We have a similar approach, which we
discussed with Mr. Delors. We want the EC to do the same. After
my trip to Poland, I will send Horst to discuss these matters.
(C)

The President: Is Horst here now? (C)

Chancellor Kohl: He was in New York a couple of days ago. The
next time I will have him come down. (C)

The President: I thought he was coming to Washington. (C)

Chancellor Kohl: No. He is back now. (C)

The President: I will ask General Scowcroft to call him. (C)

Chancellor Kohl: Any time. (C)

The President: We ought to get together for an informal session,
perhaps a few hours at Camp David. (C)

Chancellor Kohl: I will think it over and find out when I can
make it. It would have to fit into one day. (C)

The President: We can do that. It is important to talk things
over about Eastern Europe. I will see Thatcher around the time of
our Thanksgiving. It is important to signal the importance I
attach to U.S. relations with the FRG, especially when we see some
of these mischievous stories around. (C)

Chancellor Kohl: I understand and think it is a very good idea.
(C)

The President: Let's stay in touch. General Scowcroft will call
Horst and tell you more about our approach toward Poland and our
support for the stabilization fund. Let me also say that I
appreciate this call very much. (C)

t
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Chancellor Kohl: Thank you. I will call again before I go to
Poland, around the 6th or 7th of November. (C)

-- End of Conversation --



Letter from Foreign Minister Petar Mladenov to the BCP CC, 
 
24 October 1989 
  
 On 23 October 1989, I was scheduled to meet with the US ambassador [Sol 
Polansky] for a working lunch. Comrade Todor Zhivkov knew about this meeting, just as 
he knew about all my meetings and activities. The purpose of this session was to analyze 
the state of bilateral relations as they stood after the talks between [Deputy Foreign 
Minister Lyuben] Gotzev and First Deputy Secretary of State [Lawrence S.] Eagleberger 
and between Secretary of State [James] Baker and myself. That day—October 23—I had 
a meeting with the Swedish Minister of Foreign Trade at 11:30 p.m. When I reached my 
office at 12:30 p.m. —that is, just 10 minutes before my appointment with Ambassador 
Polansky—I was told that Todor Zhivkov had been trying to reach me by telephone. 
[Deputy Foreign Minister] Ivan Ganev was waiting in my secretary’s office to see me. I 
asked him to come into my office and told my secretary to put me through to comrade 
Todor Zhivkov.  
 Comrade Ivan Ganev, without waiting for me to talk to comrade Zhivkov, told me 
that, at my meeting with US Ambassador Polansky, I had to protest against the gross US 
interference in our internal affairs. I had to say that this was unacceptable and that 
Perestroika could advance in Bulgaria only under Todor Zhivkov’s leadership. I do not 
know who had instructed [Ganev] to speak to me in such an abrupt manner or what basis 
there might be for thinking that I was unclear how Perestroika should proceed in 
Bulgaria. Then comrade Todor Zhivkov called. He told me in an irritated tone that the US 
was grossly interfering in our internal affairs and that I had to express that bluntly—in 
other words, I had to repeat what Ganev had said. [Zhivkov] said that he knew about my 
appointment with the US ambassador and that such sessions, where we talked [only] 
gibberish, were unnecessary. I replied that it was not my intention to “talk gibberish” and 
that this meeting, which had been under preparation for a long time, was necessary for 
our country. I told him that I regretted his attitude but that I had always tried, in my work, 
to avoid damaging and irrelevant discussions. The extent to which I was permitted to do 
this was quite a different matter. Following my reply Todor Zhivkov adopted an 
altogether more respectful tone.  
 In connection with the episode I have just outlined, I request that the CC of the 
BCP and the Politburo take a position on this rude, indecorous, and totally unwarranted 
attack on me. I feel that, in view of the attitude of comrade Zhivkov—who is Secretary 
General of the CC of the BCP and Chairman of the State Council—I cannot continue to 
discharge my duties either as a member of the CC of the BCP and the Politburo or as 
Bulgaria’s minister of foreign affairs. I request that this letter be taken to mean that I am 
resigning from these posts.  
 On analyzing my experience further, I have come to the conclusion that the real 
reason for comrade Zhivkov’s irritation and rudeness is that he realizes that he has lead 
our country into a deep economic, financial, and political crisis. He knows that his 
political agenda, which consists of deviousness and petty intrigues and is intended to 
keep himself and his family in power at all costs and for as long as possible, has 
succeeded in isolating Bulgaria from the rest of the world. We have even reached the 
point where we are estranged from the Soviet Union and we find ourselves entirely on 



our own, in the same pigs’ trough as the rotten dictatorial family regime of Ceausescu. In 
a word, with his policies Zhivkov has forced Bulgaria outside the currents of our age.  
 Do you think that it is easy to be the foreign minister of such a state, headed by 
such a leader? I believe that it is finally time for the Politburo, Central Committee, and 
Party to take up these questions. One fact that we should all be aware of is that the 
Bulgarian public took up these questions long ago and now discusses them openly. I 
think that we all understand that the world has changed and that, if Bulgaria wants to be 
in tune with the rest of the world, it will have to conduct its political affairs in a modern 
way. If we do not believe in anything else, we should at least believe in the Soviet Union 
and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.  
 Comrades, like all of you, I think I have a realistic picture of Zhivkov’s moral 
character. I know that he will stop at nothing, not even the most outrageous crimes, when 
what he holds most sacred—his power—is impinged upon. I know that he will fabricate a 
mass of lies and insults against me. He has already done this [with others]. I do not even 
rule out his trying to take physical retribution against me or members of my family. If 
this does happen, the responsibility will be yours, my comrades, with whom I have 
worked so long, whom I respect, and for whom I have great esteem and affection. I wish 
to offer my sincere thanks to all the comrades that I have worked with. 
 
[Source: Archive of the Bulgarian Parliament, Sofia. Document obtained by Jordan 
Baev.] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



































Czechoslovak Ministry of Interior Memorandum, “The Security Situation in the 
CSSR in the Period Before 28 October,” 
 
25 October 1989 
 
Supplement #1 to #OV-00138/S-89 
 
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL 
Copy #: 24 
Number of pages: 6 
The Security Situation in the CSSR in the period before 28 October 
 
 Characteristic of the developments of the security situation in the CSSR are the 
increasing tendencies of the internal enemy to bring out anti-socialist moods in the public 
by means of anonymous letters and flyers, particularly in Bohemia, in connection with 
the 71 st anniversary of the CSR. The organizers wish to ensure the widest participation 
of citizens (most of all youth) in prepared provocative gatherings during which the 
celebration of 28 October will be used to glorify T. G. Masaryk and the bourgeois state.  
 The evidence for this lies in the continuing distribution of anonymous letters in 
high schools in which authors summon the people to the “dignified celebration of 28 
October” and give prominence to the work of T. G. Masaryk. Letters are gradually being 
distributed on the majority of the territory of the CSR. In northern, western, southern and 
eastern Bohemia and Prague flyers of the coordinating board of the so-called Movement 
for Civic Freedom (HOS) and the Czechoslovak Democratic Initiatives (CSDI) are being 
circulated. They call for participation in the “celebrations” on 28 October for example in 
Chomutov (on K. Gottwald Square), in Plzen (on the Square of the Republic), in Karlovy 
Vary (at the main post office), in Susice (at the monument to T.G.M.), in Rumburk (in 
the park of the Rumburk Revolt) and in Cerveny Kostelec (in the park at the square). The 
organizers of the acts sent letters to the National Committees in Susice, Nachod and 
Chomutov with a request for permission for a “ceremonial gathering,” referring to article 
28 of the constitution of the CSSR. The “Declaration of the Charter 77 on 28 October”, 
signed by its speakers and Havel, is being distributed at the same time (this has been 
proven, for example, in Kladno). 7  
 On 18 October R. Battek and L. Lis introduced in the name of the illegal 
organizations CSDI, HOS and Renewal a “communication on the event of a public 
gathering” in the ONV in Praha 7. In it they inform [people] that on 28 October at 3:00 
p.m. they are arranging a “ceremonial gathering of their members and followers for the 
anniversary of the origin the CSR” on the Letna plain. After the commencement Capek’s 
“Prayer for Truth” will be recited, followed by the “ceremonial address” and finally the 
national anthem will be sung. Afterwards, when the stations Radio Free Europe (from 23 
October 1989) and Voice of America (from 24 October 1989) were broadcasting 
announcements of the event the “independent gathering” on the anniversary of the origin 
of the CSR on Wenceslas Square in Prague from 3:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m., they revoked 
their announcement for alleged technical difficulties connected with such a public 
gathering under the “given social situation.”  



 The exponents of illegal organizations in Brno M. Jelinek (HOS and TGM 
Society member), J. Meznik (prepared for the function of speaker of CH-77) and D. 
Slavik (TGM Society member) are developing an analogous action. They sent a letter to 
the department of internal affairs of the MNV in Brno, in which they announce that they 
intend to call a public gathering in front of the Janacek theater in Brno on 28 October. 
Serving not only as a reminder of the anniversary of the origin of the CSR, the gathering 
is also supposed to vote on a resolution which would change the name of the Place of 
Peace to Masaryk Place and to begin preparations for the erection of a monument to T.G. 
Masaryk.  
 Even the activist Milan Vlk of the illegal group Peace Club of J. Lennon called on 
his fellow activists for a “silent demonstrations” in Decin on 28 October. He is 
simultaneously organizing the distribution of a protest petition against the imprisonment 
of “political prisoners.”  
 The plans of the anti-socialist forces from Hungary— the Hungarian Democratic 
Forum which is in contact with CSDI since last year—to take part in the “celebrations” of 
28 October have been proven. On this day they plan to effectuate a meeting of the 
“Commission for Hungarian-Czechoslovak Cooperation” (established on 26 August 1989 
in Prague by representatives of both organizations), which will devote itself to questions 
of Czechoslovak-Hungarian “reconciliation and cooperation.”  
 An anti-Czechoslovak activity aimed at discrediting the CSSR for the disrespect 
of the plans of the CSCE is the conclusion of an informal agreement between Hungarian 
television and the American television company ABC. At its core is their collaboration 
during the reporting of the actions of the so-called independent initiatives in Prague on 
various opportune occasions. The first act of collaboration of both television companies 
is supposed to be the participation in the anticipated demonstration on 28 October 1989, 
in Prague.  
 The leadership of the Hungarian Federation of Young Citizens (FIDESZ) is 
pushing its members to “help” the Czechoslovak independent initiatives on 28 October 
during the organization of a gathering of citizens in Prague and other cities. During a 
meeting of FIDESZ on 16 October, it was decided to send their members to Prague as 
tourists in the same number as on 21 August of this year. A group of about 12 people is 
supposed to be created which would join up with several prominent representatives of 
“Charter-77.” They plan to organize a swift and conspiratorial courier service between 
Prague and Budapest to secure prompt information about the course of the “celebrations” 
for Hungarian media. Analogous activity should be anticipated from anti-socialist forces 
in Poland.  
 In relation to the up-coming anniversary of the origin of the CSR and the internal 
enemies’ preparations of its misuse, even the staffs of foreign broadcast stations are being 
reinforced. The arrivals of other categorized individuals are being registered, for example 
employees of Swedish, French and West German television, journalists from Great 
Britain, USA, Austria, West Germany and others, with intent to gain information on the 
anticipated anti-social gatherings in CSSR in connection to the 28 October anniversary.  
 In the above-mentioned period two American television companies CBS NEWS 
and NBC NEWS will be working in Prague. They want to capture the events around 28 
October and inform the American public about the “troubles” in CSSR with the aim of 
presenting them as the continuation of the disintegration of the eastern bloc and the 



unwillingness of the Czechoslovak leadership to agree to a dialog with the opposition. 
They also plan to interview the representatives of illegal structures. The West German 
television company ZDF has identical plans.  
 Through effected security measures, a meeting of the delegates of the so-called 
independent initiatives (Renewal, Movement for Civic Freedom, Czechoslovak 
Democratic Initiatives and NMS) on 12 October was successfully impeded. The meeting 
was supposed to prepare a common declaration of illegal organizations on the 28 October 
anniversary. During the measures for the prevention of a nation-wide meeting of CSDI 
activists on 14 October 1989, a declaration drawn up by the illegal “T. G. Masaryk 
Association” and “DTSV – the southern Czech group of the CSDI” for the 28 Oct. 
anniversary was uncovered.  
 Furthermore, in order to prevent the enemy’s ability to plan acts before the 71st 
anniversary of the CSR, security measures were carried out to:  
 • prevented a meeting of the leadership of the so-called Organization of Eastern 
Czech Opposition, whereby the founding of a regional organization of the “CS public 
organization” as a basis for a new opposition party was to have been discussed,  
 • prevented the plenary session of the “CS Helsinki organization” (CSHV) in 
Prague,  
 • impeded the meeting of more than 50 people from the Southern Czech region 
inclined to various illegal groups,  
 • prevented the mass distribution of the flyers “HOS Manifesto” (five distributors 
were prosecuted with respect to this),  
 • prevented the arrival into CSSR of Polish nationals connected with the so-called 
Polish-Czechoslovak Solidarity – J. Janas, W. Maziarski, Jasinski and Borusewitz on 19 
October,  
 • impeded the protest gathering of “young radicals” from so-called independent 
groups against the issue of a new 100-crown bill with a portrait of Klement Gottwald in 
the pedestrian zone in Prague on 25 October 1989, and assured peace and order in this 
area. The gathering was filmed by the television crews of ARD and ZDF.  
  
 In the effected security measures, in total 43 exponents of illegal organizations 
were detained and brought in, several of them repeatedly. Out of this number 23 
individuals were given a warning by the organs of the SNB, 3 were given a warning by 
the head of HS KR and 5 a warning by the investigative organs of the StB.  
 In cooperation with the prosecutor’s office warnings will also be given to other 
main organizers of enemy acts and activists of illegal organizations (planned for 23 
people). In the period directly before the anniversary these individuals will be under the 
control of the organs of the SNB with the aim of preventing their participation and 
contribution in the organization and coordination of confrontational acts.  
 For the prevention of wider distribution of flyers and the recurrence of anti-
socialist signs, an operational investigation will be organized and the output of 
disciplinary services will be strengthened.  
 In the future any meetings of the so-called independent initiatives will be stopped 
to prevent their unification. In order to prevent the transmission of tendentious reports by 
telephone, technical measures will be carried out against the known informers of the 
editorial board of RFE and VA.19  



 Necessary measures will be taken to prevent the participation of known 
organizers and participants of anti-Czechoslovak campaigns in the West, active members 
of anti-socialist movements and groups from socialist countries in acts prepared by 
Czechoslovak illegal organizations. In view of the anticipated arrival of a larger number 
of these individuals, they will be searched at the border crossings and will not be 
admitted onto our territory. The individuals who, despite the measures, penetrate onto the 
Czechoslovak territory with intent to participate in enemy acts, will have their stay 
shortened by administrative means. In the event that the individuals’ participation in anti-
social acts in the CSSR is proven, charges will be brought against them in accordance 
with valid Czechoslovak laws.  
 In cooperation with Czechoslovak media, particularly those operating nation-
wide, evidence of their resolute offensive propagandist influence is prepared with intent 
to discourage adherents and those sympathizing with illegal organizations from engaging 
in anti-socialist acts.  
 In the event of a so-called “silent march” papers will be checked and actively 
participating individuals will be brought in to SNB departments. If it should come to 
petitions, verbal attacks or spontaneous demonstrations of opposition to the party and 
state leadership and politics of the CPCz, disciplinary units will be called in to drive the 
crowd out of the area and disperse it.  
 If despite the effected measures it should come to a mass anti-social gathering, 
disciplinary forces will be called in to carry out necessary decisive intervention and to 
restore order through technical means.  
 
[Source: A. Lorenc et al., T8/91 vol. XIX., envelope 1, #79- 84 (also vol. XXI, #2242-
2247). Published in Czech in Organizace a Rízení, Represe v CSSR: Operacni Staby 
Generala Lorence 1988-1989, Edice Dokumentu Vol. 4/II (Úrad Dokumentace a 
Vysetrovani Zlocinu Komunismu 1998). Translated for CWIHP by Caroline Kovtun.] 
 















































































Memorandum of Conversation Between Egon Krenz, Secretary General of the 
Socialist Unity Party (SED), and Mikhail S. Gorbachev, Secretary General of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) 
 
1 November 1989 
 
Top Secret 
To all members and candidates of the Politburo 
[1 December 1989] 
signed Egon Krenz 
 
Berlin, 1 November 1989 
 
 After the extremely friendly welcome, Comrade Egon Krenz pointed out that he 
had read in Pravda about the slogans by the CC CPSU on the occasion of the 72nd 
anniversary of the October Revolution. He had been touched in particular by the slogan 
“Greetings to October, greetings to the socialist countries”.  
 Comrade Mikhail Gorbachev expressed his pleasure about the fact that Comrade 
Krenz had come to Moscow even before the October [Revolution] festivities. This 
symbolized that both parties and countries were striving to implement the ideals of the 
October Revolution.  
 He sincerely welcomed Comrade Krenz to Moscow on behalf of all comrades of 
the Politburo of the CC CPSU and of the leadership of the Soviet Union as well as in his 
own name. Despite an extremely tight schedule, they had tried to make arrangements in 
order to free up this day for extensive conversations with Comrade Krenz. He 
[Gorbachev] was hoping in particular for vivid information on developments in the GDR. 
Although information about them had come in, the report by Comrade Krenz would be of 
extraordinary importance for him. Even the most extensive information needed to be 
evaluated thoroughly, and who could do this more precisely than the comrades from the 
GDR?  
 Presently, the entire world was witnessing that the SED had embarked on a course 
of fast changes. But the events were moving very fast as well, and one should not fall 
behind. This had been the long-standing experience of the Soviet Union. Comrade 
Gorbachev pointed out that he had already said in Berlin [on 7 October 1989] that one 
must not miss the time for changes. A dialogue with society was necessary. There was no 
other way for a leading party to act. On the one hand, it [the Party] had to take the time to 
analyze the situation thoroughly and work out its political orientation. On the other hand, 
life was developing with its own dynamism, and one had to prevent a knot of problems 
from being created that could not be sorted out.  
 Comrade Gorbachev recommended not to be deterred by the complicated 
problems. From his own experience he knew that comrades were at times depressed 
because even after several years of perestroika in the Soviet Union there were still such 
great problems to resolve. He then always told them that the Party itself had wanted 
perestroika. It had involved the mass of people in politics. If now some processes were 
not running as expected, if there were stormy and emotionally charged arguments, then 
one would had to cope with that, too, and not become afraid of one’s own people.  



 He did not mean to say that perestroika had been fully achieved in the Soviet 
Union. The horse was saddled but the ride was not over. One could still be thrown off. 
On the other hand, much experience had already been gained, which had great 
significance. Now the phase of intensified work for the continuation of perestroika was 
beginning in the Soviet Union.  
 The people and the Party in the GDR were presently also facing profound 
changes. He wished Comrade Krenz success for this. The Soviet Union would, of course, 
stand at the side of the comrades in the GDR in this process. This had never been in 
question, not even as problems emerged which should actually have been discussed 
openly. There had never been any doubt for the Soviet Union and the CPSU that the 
German Democratic Republic was its closest friend and ally. Second to the people of the 
GDR, the Soviet people were probably the one wishing the GDR the most success in its 
endeavor. In this vein he wished to welcome Comrade Krenz to his visit in Moscow.  
 Comrade Egon Krenz expressed his thanks for the welcome and communicated 
cordial greetings from the comrades of the Politburo of the CC SED. He appreciated that 
Comrade Gorbachev had so quickly found time for this talk. He also thanked him for his 
visit to Berlin on the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the establishment of the GDR, 
and in particular for his conversation with the entire Politburo of the CC SED, which had 
moved ahead many things. This applied above all to the remark that one cannot be late 
[in adapting to changes], otherwise one will punished by life [dass man nicht zu spaet 
kommen darf, sonst werde man vom Leben bestraft werden].  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that he had actually been speaking about himself. 
Comrade Krenz explained that this remark by Comrade Gorbachev and his entire 
appearance had met great resonance within the Politburo. It had initiated the process of 
discussing the future policy of the Party.  
 The SED could state rightfully that it had made great strides since its last party 
convention. On the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the establishment of the GDR, 
one could draw the balance that a lot of good and lasting things had been done for the 
people. One could also build upon a good foundation.  
 The population, however, resented the Party for having the mass media in 
particular create a world of illusion that did not coincide with the practical experience of 
the people and their everyday life. That caused a break of confidence between Party and 
people. This was actually the worst thing that could happen to a party.  
 Some say that the cause for this is to be found in the fact that the party leadership 
misjudged the domestic political situation in the last three months. It proved to be 
speechless when so many people left the GDR. This was a tough accusation. In addition, 
besides political mistakes, important psychological mistakes were also made in this 
difficult situation: In the newspapers it was stated that we did not weep any tears after 
these people left. This deeply hurt the feelings of many mothers and fathers, relatives, 
friends and comrades of these people whose leaving caused them great pains.  
 Despite these facts the Politburo of the CC of the SED agreed that the political 
crisis in which the GDR currently found itself had not just begun this summer. Many 
problems had been accumulating for a long time.  
 Today one can say that the main reason [for this situation] was the mistaken 
approach of the XI SED Party Congress, which was not based on a realistic estimate of 
the situation. The solution of economic questions was derived from subjective opinions 



that failed to reflect the opinions prevalent in the Party and the population. Incorrect 
conclusions were drawn from important international developments—in the Soviet 
Union, in other socialist countries—as well as from the domestic developments in the 
GDR.  
 Comrade Krenz asked not to be misunderstood; if one had an ally and wanted to 
go through thick and thin with him, one could not just state this friendship in declarations 
and communiques and one should not distance oneself when it came to the solution of 
concrete economic and other questions. But one had to stand together as friends and solve 
the emerging problems together.  
 He saw a great problem in the fact that young as well as older people had 
reservations about the development of socialism in the GDR since they suddenly felt that, 
on the basic questions of the evolution of socialism, the Soviet Union and the GDR were 
not seeing eye to eye any longer. This was the GDR’s problem; the barriers had been 
build on its part. The people today, however, were educated and smart. They perceived 
very well that while the right words were used, the deeds did not follow suit.  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that the people in the GDR also received 
information from the Soviet Union which they evaluated independently. They were also 
informed from the West and drew their conclusions.  
 Comrade Krenz stated that they in the GDR had unfortunately left many questions 
regarding perestroika in the Soviet Union to the judgment of the enemy and failed to have 
a dialogue with the people about it. This happened despite the fact that Comrade 
Gorbachev had advised Comrade Erich Honecker at one of their first meetings to deal 
with the opinions which had appeared in Soviet publications and with which he 
disagreed.  
 Comrade Krenz pointed out that the prohibition of [the Soviet magazine] Sputnik 
in the GDR had led to a situation in which the enemy could raise questions about the 
GDR citizens’s right of access to information. The comrades and citizens outside the 
Party who complained about it were not primarily concerned about the contents of 
Sputnik. The problem was that the GDR leadership on the one hand was watching as the 
population was receiving broadcasts from the Western TV stations every evening for 
many hours, but, on the other hand, prohibited the reading of a Soviet newspaper. This 
was an important turning-point in the political thinking of GDR citizens. After the 9th 
Plenum of the CC of the SED [on 18 October 1989], one of the first steps to be ordered 
therefore was the return of Sputnik onto the list of permitted newspapers.  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that the GDR still has the right to criticize 
statements by Soviet news media with which it disagreed. You could read the most 
diverse things in Soviet newspapers nowadays; hardly anything could shock him in this 
regard. As an example he mentioned that a newspaper from a Baltic republic had recently 
cited a well-known Soviet economist to the effect that a conspiracy was being prepared in 
Moscow.  
 Comrade Krenz agreed that when the newspapers at home raise critical questions, 
one could quickly enter into a dialogue. Today one could hear among the GDR citizens 
that the [GDR TV show] “Aktuelle Kamera” was now already more interesting than 
Western TV [shows].  
 Comrade Krenz emphasized that despite all the imperfections and problems in the 
GDR and in face of the fact that there was still no coherent concept for the future 



developments, one thing had been achieved after all: The problems of the GDR were now 
not being brought into the GDR from the West, but were discussed in our country [by 
ourselves].  
 This was very important, Comrade Gorbachev interjected.  
 Comrade Krenz explained that even though he knew that Comrade Gorbachev 
was well informed about the developments since he personally had had many extensive 
conversations with [Soviet] Ambassador [Vyacheslav] Kochemassov, he nevertheless 
wanted to say that the road to the 9th Plenum of the CC of the SED had been very 
complicated.  
 When Comrade Krenz returned from his trip to China, he decided to act. After 
consultation with Comrade Willi Stoph [Deputy Chairman of the Council of State] it was 
agreed that he would propose a declaration by the Politburo on the current problems of 
the situation in the GDR. The draft of this declaration was basically very watered-down, 
since it was initially intended just to overcome the situation of paralysis together with 
Comrade Erich Honecker. Therefore they were willing to agree to a number of 
compromises.  
 Comrade Krenz handed the draft resolution to Comrade Honecker who later 
called him and stated the following:  
 1. If Comrade Krenz introduced the resolution in the Politburo, he [Honecker] 
would consider this as a move against him personally. He himself had never undertaken 
anything against Comrades Wilhelm Pieck [former GDR president (1949-1960)] and 
Walter Ulbricht [former SED First Secretary (1953-1971)]. Comrade Krenz commented 
that this was not the truth but had been stated [by Honecker] in this way.  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that he himself remembered Comrade Ulbricht’s 
affair still very well.  
 2. Comrade Honecker declared that if Comrade Krenz introduced the resolution in 
the Politburo, he would divide the leadership of the Party. Comrade Honecker would try 
to prevent this resolution from being adopted.  
 3. If Comrade Krenz introduced this resolution in the Politburo, he would have to 
expect that the cadre decisions, which would sooner or later be introduced in the 
Politburo, would look different from those that had been planned. He was thereby 
referring to Krenz personally.  
 Comrade Krenz introduced the draft resolution in the Politburo against the will of 
Comrade Honecker. Comrade Honecker, who chaired the session, stated this fact 
explicitly. After a long discussion all other members of the Politburo, with the exception 
of one comrade, spoke out in favor of the declaration. On the evening of the first day of 
this two-day Politburo session, the attempt was made to constitute a commission 
composed of Comrades Günter Mittag [SED CC Secretary for Economics] and Joachim 
Herrmann [SED CC Secretary for Propaganda], along with Comrade Krenz. The 
objective was to water down the resolution even more. At the demand of Comrade Krenz, 
Comrade Günter Schabowski was involved in the work of the commission. Both fought 
together for the adoption of the resolution, which was eventually achieved.  
 Comrade Gorbachev remarked in this regard that, politically, this was all clear to 
him. In human terms, however, he viewed this development as a great personal tragedy 
for Comrade Honecker. He had always had a good personal relationship with him, and 
there had been no problems in this area. He had, however, noticed with surprise certain 



changes in Comrade Honecker within the last years. Had he [Honecker] made some basic 
policy changes two or three years ago at his own initiative, such deficits and difficulties 
as they currently existed would have been neither necessary nor possible. Comrade Erich 
Honecker obviously considered himself No. 1 in socialism, if not in the world. He did not 
really perceive any more what was actually going on.  
 Comrade Krenz explained that he had personally been very much affected by this 
development since he had been close to Comrade Erich Honecker throughout much of his 
life.  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that this had also caused a certain amount of 
speculation in the West. But they should not be afraid of this.  
 Comrade Krenz went on to say that the change of Comrade Honecker had 
occurred in 1985 when Comrade Gorbachev was elected as secretary general of the CC of 
the CPSU. Suddenly, Comrade Honecker saw himself confronted with a young dynamic 
leader who approached new questions in very unconventional ways. Until that time he 
had viewed himself in that role. Slowly he lost his sense of reality. The worst thing was 
that he relied less and less on the collective and more and more on Comrade Günter 
Mittag.  
 Comrade Gorbachev asked about the role of Comrade Joachim Herrmann.  
 Comrade Krenz explained that Comrade Herrmann had, for the most part, 
followed orders by Comrade Honecker without his own input. Comrade Mittag, by 
contrast, had manipulated Comrade Honecker, created mistrust toward other members of 
the Politburo, and influenced tactical as well as strategic decisions by Comrade Honecker 
in selfish ways.  
 Comrade Krenz reported that the Politburo had discussed an analysis of the 
economic situation yesterday. Prior to the meeting they had requested to get an 
untarnished picture of the real situation of the GDR economy. Such an analysis had never 
before been discussed in the Politburo.  
 Comrade Gorbachev pointed out that he had found himself in the same situation. 
He had also had no knowledge about the state budget when he became secretary general. 
As early as during the tenure of Comrade [Yuri] Andropov [CPSU General Secretary 
from 1982 to 1984], he and Comrade [Nikolay] Ryzhkov [President of the Council of 
Ministers of the Soviet Union (1985 to 1990)] had been tasked to analyze the situation of 
the economy since it was felt that something was rotten there. But when they tried to find 
out the full truth they were ordered to back off. Today it was clear to him why this had 
happened. Basically a national budget no longer existed. They were still coping with the 
consequences today.  
 Comrade Krenz explained that they had begun the 9th Plenum on the premise that 
they would face up to the truth. But if he stated the truth about the state of the economy 
before the CC, this could cause a shock with bad consequences.  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that they had known about the real state of the 
GDR economy in the Soviet Union. They also were informed about the relations with the 
FRG and about the problems that were arising in that respect. The Soviet Union had 
always tried to fulfill its obligations towards the GDR. Apart from the fact that 2 million 
tons of oil [deliveries] had to be canceled due to great domestic problems, they had 
always understood that the GDR could not function without the help of Soviet Union. 
This support was the internationalist responsibility of the Soviet Union. They had 



wondered at the same time, however, why, given this situation, the GDR [leaders] was 
constantly lecturing about GDR successes. This was particularly hard to take since they 
knew about the real situation in the GDR. Comrade Gorbachev said that he once tried to 
talk to Comrade Honecker about the GDR debt. This had been curtly repudiated by him 
[Honecker] as such problems would not exist [in the GDR]. Comrade Honecker 
apparently thought he was the savior of his homeland. The entire development was a 
great personal tragedy for him.  
 Since he held such a high office, this [personal tragedy] turned into a political 
tragedy. Comrade Gorbachev emphasized he had tried to maintain a good personal 
relationship until the end. This had not been easy as he was aware of Comrade 
Honecker’s statements and real opinion. He had, however, tolerated this since other 
things were more important.  
 Comrade Krenz emphasized that one had to take into consideration that many 
comrades had been aware of the problems for a long time. They, however, remained 
silent to maintain the unity and cohesion of the Party. He had distinctly realized for the 
first time in the Politburo session on 31 October 1989, how much of an impediment the 
[otherwise] correct principle of unity and cohesion could become in certain situations 
when problems are not faced frankly and honestly.  
 Comrade Gorbachev expressed his conviction that if Comrade Honecker had not 
been so blind and had not relied exclusively on Comrade Mittag, but had also consulted 
with Comrade Krenz or Comrade Stoph, things might have developed differently. He had 
particularly felt badly for Comrade Stoph because he had effectively been very much 
humiliated by Comrade Honecker.  
 Comrade Gorbachev remarked that he had been struck particularly badly by the 
way Comrade [Hans] Modrow [SED leader in Saxony] had been treated.  
 Comrade Krenz related on this point that he had actually received an order as 
early as two years ago to depose Comrade Modrow. Back then the artists at two Dresden 
theaters had demanded to implement perestroika in the GDR, too. Comrade Honecker 
was on vacation during that time. He called Comrade Krenz on the phone and ordered 
him to go to Dresden. There he was to lead the discussion with the objective of deposing 
Comrade Modrow. Comrade Krenz went to Dresden and had a very frank talk with 
Comrade Modrow. They found a tactical solution to the effect that Comrade Modrow was 
to be criticized but not dismissed from his office.  
 Comrade Gorbachev said that Comrade Krenz had addressed a very deep and 
important issue, namely that a mere formal unity within the Party was to be avoided. 
Unity had to be created based on a variety of opinions [and] respect for the opinion of 
others. Problems always arose when a leader tried to maintain his position at any price 
and merely expected his [comrades] to agree. In the Soviet Union, they had watched 
Comrade Honecker enlarging the Politburo further in order to be able to play one 
comrade against another in this large committee. This had not been right.  
 Comrade Gorbachev reported that nowadays everybody was speaking their minds 
freely within the Politburo of the CC of the CPSU. If anybody would get to listen in, he 
would conclude that the Party was on the brink of collapse. But this was not the case. 
Even staffers of the comrades who participate in the sessions are at times allowed to 
speak up.  
 Comrade Krenz interjected that for such a procedure a lot of time was necessary.  



 Comrade Gorbachev explained that the Politburo of the CC of the CPSU took the 
time for this. Sometimes he would like to put an end to the long debates, but then would 
bite his tongue and made sure that the conclusions he drew would not offend the 
comrades. He would push through the line that he considered correct, but always in 
consideration of the opinions of the other comrades. This had created an entirely new 
situation. This way prevented them from making major mistakes.  
 Comrade [Georgy] Shakhnazarov, personal assistant of Comrade Gorbachev, who 
participated in the talks, added that policy would not be implemented by administrative 
means, but by argument and persuasion.  
 Comrade Krenz expressed his view that he had never experienced the Politburo of 
the CC of the SED [to be] as emotional as recently.  
 Comrade Gorbachev interjected that such controversial sessions, lasting for more 
than two days, had also taken place in the Politburo of the CC of the CPSU— once 
during a discussion on the letter of Nina Andreeva,98 and another time during the debate 
on the long-term economic orientation.  
 Comrade Krenz explained that while the Soviet comrades were well-informed 
about the political and economic situation, he still wanted to describe the current 
economic situation since it was strangling the hands of the SED leadership in making 
urgently necessary political decisions. [...]  
 On the GDR balance of payments, Comrade Krenz provided the following 
information: Until the end of 1989, the foreign debt would grow to USD 26.5 billion, that 
is, 49 billion valuta [West German] mark.  
 The balance in convertible foreign exchange at the end of 1989 would look like 
this:  
 Income: USD 5.9 billion  
 Expenses: USD 18 billion  
 The deficit thus ran at about USD 12.1 billion. This meant that they had to take on 
new loans. It was likely that this imbalance would increase further.  
 Astonished, Comrade Gorbachev asked whether these numbers were exact. He 
had not imagined the situation to be so precarious.  
 Comrade Krenz explained that the GDR had to take on new loans in order to pay 
of old debts. Currently, they had to spend USD 4.5 billion on interest payments alone, 
which equaled 62 percent of the annual export profits in foreign currency.  
 Comrade Krenz emphasized that the high foreign debt was created above all 
because they had to take on loans at very high interests during the time of the Western 
financial blockade of the socialist countries. The situation grew particularly precarious 
due to simultaneously emerging new demands on the economy and new expectations by 
the population that could not be satisfied. The state of the balance of payments was 
currently not known in the GDR. If one would go on realistically and base the standard of 
living exclusively on the own production, one would have to lower it [the living standard] 
by 30 percent immediately. But this was not feasible politically.  
 Comrade Gorbachev gave the following advice on the issue based on his 
experience: Comrade Krenz and the SED leadership generally had to find a way to tell 
the population that it had lived beyond their means in the last few years. Comrade Krenz 
could not yet be held personally responsible for this. But is was increasingly necessary to 
tell the full truth. First one needed time for a comprehensive analysis. But later full 



information [of the population] was unavoidable, since otherwise Comrade Krenz would 
be blamed himself for the growing difficulties. Slowly the population had to already get 
used to this idea today. […]  
 [Comrade Krenz] stated that he also agreed with the remarks by Comrade 
Gorbachev on the relationship with the FRG. He asked [Gorbachev] to explain more 
clearly what role the USSR ascribed to the FRG and the GDR in the all-European house. 
This was of great significance for the development of relations between the GDR and the 
FRG. He went on to explain that there was an important difference between the GDR and 
other socialist countries. The GDR was, in a certain sense, the child of the Soviet Union, 
and one had to acknowledge one’s paternity with regard to one’s children.  
 Comrade Gorbachev agreed with this and made reference to a conversation 
between Comrade Yakovlev and [former US National Security Advisor to President 
Carter] Zbigniew Brzezinski. They had, among other things, discussed whether one could 
imagine a situation in which the reunification of Germany could become a reality. 
Brzezinski emphasized that to him this would be the collapse.  
 Comrade Gorbachev welcomed Comrade Krenz bringing up this question. The 
GDR, the Soviet Union, and the other socialist countries had thus far followed a correct 
course on this question. This [course] had led to the recognition of the existence of two 
German states, to the international recognition of the GDR, to its active role in the world, 
to the conclusion of the [1970] Moscow Treaty, and other treaties, and ultimately to the 
[1975] Helsinki Conference.  
 In recent talks with [British Prime Minister] Margaret Thatcher, [French 
President] François Mitterrand, [Polish leader Gen. Wojciech] Jaruzelski and [Italian 
Prime Minister Giulio] Andreotti, it had become clear that all these politicians presumed 
the preservation of the postwar realities, including the existence of two German states. 
They all viewed the question of German unity as extremely explosive in the current 
situation. Nor did they want the Warsaw Pact and NATO to dissolve, and therefore they 
favored Poland’s and Hungary’s remaining in the Warsaw Pact. The balance of power in 
Europe was not to be disturbed since nobody knew what repercussions this would have.  
 Even the US had thus far taken a similar attitude. However, currently many 
discussions among the FRG’s allies were taking place. One sympathized in words with 
the FRG’s concerns about a divided Germany. There were some nuances in the USA in 
this regard which would still have to be analyzed.  
 Comrade Shakhnazarov interjected that those statements were probably all made 
for domestic consumption.  
 Comrade Gorbachev agreed and emphasized that in practice the US was 
continuing its old policy. To his mind, the best policy now was to continue the current 
line. [Former West German Chancellor] Willy Brandt was of the same opinion. He had 
declared that for him the disappearance of the GDR would be a spectacular defeat for 
Social Democracy since it considered the GDR as a great achievement of socialism. 
While he distanced himself from the communists, he nevertheless considered Social 
Democracy as a branch of the labor movement and continued to cling to the socialist 
idea. [Egon] Bahr [West German Social Democratic Party (SPD) leader] had expressed 
this openly [and] with much clarity.  
 For the socialist countries, Comrade Gorbachev emphasized, the best thing was to 
emphasize that the current situation was a result of history. Nobody could ignore, 



however, that manifold human contacts existed between the two German states. These 
[contacts] could not be prevented; one had to keep them under control and steer them in 
the right direction. For this reason it was necessary to make some changes in policy to 
gain the understanding of the populace. Comrade Gorbachev offered that they could 
consult with the Soviet comrades about this question.  
 It would be very damaging to reduce or even sever the relations between the GDR 
and the FRG. In this connection, he [Gorbachev] wanted to point out the following 
factors:  
 1. It was important to improve coordination of the relations in the triangle GDR—
FRG—Soviet Union. He had also talked about this with Comrade Honecker. The Soviet 
Union knew from other sources how relations between the GDR and the FRG were 
developing. They even knew within three days what had been discussed in the National 
Security Council of the United States. On the other hand, the US was also well-informed 
about developments in the Soviet Union. Such after all was the situation. Therefore it was 
completely unnecessary to keep secrets from close allies.  
 Comrade Gorbachev pointed out that years ago there had been a joint office 
which coordinated the relations of the GDR and the Soviet Union with the FRG. At the 
time, it had been headed by Comrades Mittag and [Nikolai] Tikhonov [Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers, 1980-85]. It had silently ceased its activities, but it had to be 
revived.  
 Comrade Krenz mentioned that Comrade Honecker had been pleased that he 
could decide on trips to the FRG or China on his own. He very much favored finding 
ways at the working level through which common policies towards the FRG and West 
Berlin would be better coordinated. Comrade Gorbachev recommended discussing this 
question in the Politburo of the SED CC or in an even smaller circle.  
 2. It was also important to consider the relationships within this triangle very 
carefully. The Soviet Union was trying to bring the FRG as a partner into a closer 
relationship. Then the GDR would also be in a more favorable position within this 
triangle. Efforts in this direction were being made in the FRG. [The FRG] was ready to 
cooperate with the Soviet Union on a broad set of issues, but expected that the Soviet 
Union would lend support with regard to reunification. There was talk that the key to this 
lay in Moscow. The Americans stated this as well. This was a very convenient excuse for 
them. In their talks with the FRG, they spoke of their support for reunification, but 
always pointed to Moscow’s key role. Moscow was to be handed the “black Peter.”99 On 
the other hand, the US was not pleased by the rapprochement between Bonn and Moscow 
in the economic and political field. In practical terms, not much had happened thus far. 
And one should not rush anything in this area either because the FRG representatives 
needed time.  
 For the GDR it was important to maintain and continually develop its relationship 
with the FRG. One had to be careful to prevent the ideological enemy from gaining 
positions—which he could exploit. Thus the GDR would continue to receive raw 
materials from the Soviet Union, and at the same time cautiously develop its relationship 
with the FRG, avoiding a total embrace by the FRG.  
 3. It was important for the GDR to develop its relations with other nations besides 
the FRG. Here, too, they could work closely with the Soviet Union. Hungary and Poland 
were already very active in this field. They, after all, had no choice in this matter. It was 



often asked what the USSR would do in this situation. But it could do very little in 
economic terms. It was an absurdity to think that the Soviet Union could support 40 
million Poles. The root of the problem lay with [former Polish leader Edward] Gierek 
who had taken on loans totaling US$ 48 billion. Meanwhile the Polish comrades had 
already paid back US$ 52 billion and still owed US$ 49 billion.  
 In 1987 Comrade [Hungarian leader Janos] Kadar was given an ultimatum by the 
I[international] M[onetary] F[und]; in case of non-compliance with the numerous 
demands a suspension of the loans was threatened.  
 Comrade Krenz pointed out that this was not our way.  
 Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that such problems also existed in the GDR-
FRG relationship. One was aware in the Soviet Union that GDR microelectronics were 
based to a large degree on Western components. Comrade Krenz remarked that [State 
Security Chief] Comrade [Erich] Mielke and his department were partly responsible for 
this. Moreover, Soviet components were also used. As a result, one had to collaborate 
more closely today. But it had to be a balanced collaboration with clearly set priorities.  
 Summing up, Comrade Gorbachev remarked that one had to continue the current 
policy, which had brought about success. The GDR and its people could be proud of that.  
 There was no reason to speculate how the German Question would eventually be 
resolved. The current realities had to be taken into consideration. This was most 
important.  
 If the tendency of rapprochement in Europe would continue for several decades, if 
the processes of integration would develop regardless of social systems, but in 
recognition of independent developments of politics and culture, development, and 
traditions, and if the exchange of intellectual and material goods evolved further, then the 
issue might present itself in a different light some day. But today this was not a problem 
of actual policy. The established line had to be continued in the current political situation. 
Comrade Gorbachev asked Comrade Krenz to communicate this to the comrades in the 
Politburo. There was an understanding about this between the Soviet Union and its 
former partners from the era of the Anti-Hitler Coalition.  
 Comrade Krenz pointed out that this policy had to be secured in ideological terms. 
Comrade Honecker posed the well known five-demands of Gera in the early 1980s.100 
On the one hand, the GDR had concluded numerous mutually beneficial treaties with the 
FRG since then; the FRG, on the other hand, had not shown any movement on any of 
these five demands. This had led to certain mistaken assumptions within the GDR. Since 
many prominent GDR representatives traveled to the FRG, average citizens were also 
demanding this right. There was a lot of talk about universal human values, but that had 
created a general German problem. Therefore the issue of de-ideologizing the FRG-GDR 
relationship was a very difficult question. The issue posed itself differently in 
relationships between other countries. De-ideologizing relations would mean abandoning 
the defense of socialism. Questions like the wall or the border regime with the GDR 
would arise anew. The GDR found itself in the difficult situation of having to defend 
these somehow anachronistic, but nevertheless necessary things.  
 Comrade Gorbachev expressed his opinion that this all had to be reconsidered. 
The time was ripe for this. If the GDR could not find a solution which allowed people to 
visit their relatives, then this would be a very dissatisfying state of affairs for GDR 
society. The GDR would be threatened by new ultimatums. It had to take the initiative in 



its own hands. The Soviet Union was ready to talk about such measures. The GDR would 
have a better feel for what had to be done. It was certainly necessary to take some 
concrete steps which, however, had to be linked constantly with certain obligations and 
actions by the other side. It was time to exert greater pressure on Chancellor Kohl, now 
that he had established contacts with Comrade Gorbachev and Comrade Krenz. In the 
FRG, the national question was heavily exploited in politics. There were people in the 
government parties who wanted to get rid of Kohl. He, however, had put his bets on the 
nationalist issue. There were even more extreme demands from the right wing. The CDU 
[Bundestag] delegate [Juergen] Todenhoefer had issued a letter to the US and Soviet 
Union demanding the immediate reunification of Germany. There was wild speculation 
about this subject in the FRG.  
 Comrade Krenz explained the envisioned measures to be taken by the GDR with 
regard to this set of issues:  
 1. The GDR will try to prevent any use of firearms along the border. The border 
guards had been instructed accordingly. They would only fire if there was acute danger to 
the life and health of the border guards.  
 2. The draft of a new travel law had been adopted by the Politburo and had been 
sent to the Council of Ministers, which would put it up for public discussion. [The draft 
law] was to be adopted by the Volkskammer [GDR Parliament] before Christmas.  
 According to this law, every GDR citizen had the opportunity to receive a 
passport and a visa for travel to all countries. The circle of those who would be excluded 
from this for security reasons would be kept very limited.  
 3. Unfortunately, the GDR was unable to provide travelers with sufficient foreign 
exchange. One could not continue to live over one’s means. The publication of the travel 
law would be accompanied by a commentary which would explain that the foreign 
exchange generated by the FRG citizens travelling to the GDR would not be sufficient to 
provide GDR travelers with foreign currency.  
 Comrade Gorbachev suggested that one option would be the gradual achievement 
of convertibility of the GDR mark. This would be an incentive for workers to work 
harder, to strive for higher productivity and quality, by means of which such goals would 
be obtained.  
 Comrade Krenz explained further steps by the SED leadership over the next few 
days and weeks. On 8 November 1989, the 10th Plenum of the CC would be convened. It 
was to find an answer to the question of the GDR’s future. If there was no serious answer 
to this question, the party leadership would continue to come under criticism by the CC.  
 Comrade Gorbachev repeated that the international reaction about the speech by 
Comrade Krenz before the Volkskammer in particular had been very positive. Following 
his speech at the 9th Plenum of the SED CC, skepticism had been pervasive. The reaction 
had been very cautious. Now it was important to deepen the positive impression further.  
 Comrade Krenz pointed out that the instructions given to the Soviet ambassadors 
in various countries had contributed much in this regard.  
 Comrade Gorbachev informed [Krenz] that he had received positive responses 
from all the important statesmen to which he had turned.  
 Comrade Krenz reported that he had received con-gratulatory telegrams from 
them all, including Chancellor Kohl. He had had a brief phone conversation with the 
latter. Kohl pointed out his constant contact with Comrade Gorbachev and recommended 



that this would also be done with Comrade Krenz. Comrade Krenz responded that it was 
always better to speak with each other than to talk about each other. Kohl immediately 
brought up concrete proposals with regard to transit traffic, environmental issues, 
relations with West Berlin, etc […] Comrade Krenz agreed to explore all concrete 
questions with the Chancellor’s representative. Kohl above all wanted to speak about 
questions on which agreement was possible, not about those on which both sides 
disagreed. Comrade Krenz pointed out to Kohl explicitly that both the GDR and the FRG 
had their own interests. He [Kohl] had to expect that he [Krenz] would represent GDR 
interests more consistently than had heretofore been the case. Kohl had been very excited 
during the conversation. He frequently did not finish his sentences.  
 Comrade Gorbachev stated that Kohl was not an intellectual heavyweight, but 
rather a petit-bourgeois type. It was these classes that understood him best. But he was 
nevertheless a talented and stubborn politician. After all, even Reagan had been popular 
and had stayed in power relatively long. This also applied to Kohl.  
 Comrade Krenz predicted that the 10th Plenum of the SED CC would be a very 
stormy session. Many comrades were preparing for it and wanted to take the floor. The 
discussion had not been officially prepared. The times of deference toward the Politburo 
were over. The question was sharply raised as to the responsibility of the Politburo 
collective for the current situation. This also concerned his own personal responsibility. 
He hoped that they would find a smart answer to the question.  
 The Plenum was to adopt an action program. The reason was that the 7 th and 8 th 
Plenums of the CC had been overtaken by the events. The envisioned action program was 
to briefly outline the direction of future work. They would try to answer the question as 
to what constituted a better, more modern and attractive socialism, which socialist values 
had to be defended and which ones were questionable.  
 The Plenum would discuss radical economic reforms. The government would 
obtain the task to formulate the main directions. It was clear that the answer had to be 
found in socialism, not in the free market.  
 The second question concerned the broad development of socialist democracy. A 
series of new laws were in preparation. Elections posed a big problem. It had already 
been stated that we would use all experiences of previous elections and wanted to prepare 
a new election law. One would deal with constitutional issues, such as freedom of the 
press, glasnost, and freedom and dignity of the individual. The issues of the leading role 
of the Party under the new conditions had to be discussed. They had to further develop 
criticism and self-criticism in order to avoid subjectivism. The changes ranged as far as 
the proposal to set a term limit on the official tenure of the office of general secretary and 
other high officials.  
 Comrade Krenz informed [Gorbachev] that the Plenum would also deal with 
cadre issues. Those who had asked for relief from their functions included Comrades 
Mielke, [Politburo member Alfred] Neumann, [Politburo member and chairman of the 
SED Volkskammer faction Erich] Mueckenberger, [Council of State member Kurt] 
Hager, and [Politburo member and foreign policy expert Hermann] Axen. Comrade 
[President of the Volkskammer and Politburo member Horst] Sindermann justified his 
intention to stay in office until the Party Convention. But the demands from the Party 
[rank-and-file] went even further.  



 Comrade Gorbachev had a very high opinion of Comrade Stoph. He had been in a 
difficult situation in recent years. He had maintained his dignity when he was forced into 
a corner by Comrade Mittag. He had consistently taken a very principled position in 
decisive situations. One must not throw all old comrades into one pot.  
 Comrade Krenz expressed his regret about the case of Comrade [Free German 
Union League (FDGB) Harry] Tisch. He was now forced to resign. The reason was that 
he had made a major political mistake during a TV broadcast. He had blamed 
responsibility for the current situation above all on the lower functionaries. According to 
him, the union officials had not fulfilled their duties because they had listened too much 
to the party secretaries in the factories. This had evoked great outrage among the union 
members. In the Politburo they agreed not to decide the matter here in order not to 
diminish the independence of the unions. For now the FDGB leadership had postponed 
its decision on this issue until 17 November. But even that was not accepted by many 
union members. There was even talk about the possibility of a split of the union if 
Comrade Tisch did not resign. Meanwhile Comrade Krenz had received a call to the 
effect that Comrade Tisch would resign immediately.  
 On the subject of the still on-going demonstrations, Comrade Krenz stated that the 
situation was not easy. The composition of the demonstrators was diverse. Some real 
enemies were working among them. A large part were dissatisfied [citizens] or fellow-
travelers. The SED leadership was determined to resolve political problems by political 
means. The demonstrations would be legalized, and there would be no police action 
against them.  
 The situation, however, was developing according to its own dynamics. For the 
weekend, a large demonstration with possibly half a million participants was planned in 
Berlin. It had been initiated by artists and some of their associations.  
 Comrade Gorbachev provided the following information in this regard: Prior to 
his visit, he had received a letter from the GDR League of Culture through Raissa 
Maximovna Gorbachev in her function in the Soviet Culture Fond. [The letter] described 
the situation in the GDR and pointed out that the League of Culture would address an 
appeal to the GDR people if they had not received a response from the Party leadership 
by the time of the anniversary of the [GDR].  
 Comrade Krenz confirmed that if Erich Honecker had given a different kind of 
speech on the occasion of the anniversary [of the GDR], the situation might have taken a 
different course. With regard to the demonstration, the Politburo had decided to call on 
party members to participate. Comrade Schabowski would be among the 17 speakers in 
order to prevent the opposition from remaining among itself at this demonstration. They 
wanted to do everything to assure a peaceful event but had to take certain precautionary 
measures. One measure was to prevent the masses from attempting to break through the 
Wall. This would be bad because the police would have to be deployed and certain 
elements of martial law would have to be introduced. But such a development was not 
very likely, but one had to be prepared.  
 They expected the following slogans at the demonstration:  
 - Naming those responsible for the current situation  
 - Resignation of the senior Politburo members  
 - Changes in the composition of the government  
 - Travel opportunities  



 - Changes in the status of the union and the youth organization  
 - New electoral law  
 - Recognition of the opposition  
 - Abolishment of privileges  
 - Freedom of the press and thought  
 - Improvement of the living standard and continual production.  
 They were currently trying to avoid any criminalization of the demonstrators and 
to proceed very carefully. The question of recognizing the [opposition movement] 
“Neues Forum” had not yet been determined. So far they were unable to evaluate fully 
their political orientation. One had to avoid any developments similar to that of Solidarity 
in Poland.  
 Comrade Gorbachev shared Soviet experiences on these questions from the first 
phase of perestroika. Back then, many informal organizations and other movements were 
created. The leadership had watched them with skepticism. Good and bad [movements] 
were thrown into one pot. That way time was lost in certain republics. They failed to 
integrate these movements into the activities of the Party, which in turn created 
polarization. Some of these forces developed into an opposition against the policy of 
perestroika and represented separatist, nationalist and anti-socialist views.  
 One should not waste any time with regard to these questions. Anti-socialist and 
criminal elements were one thing. But one could not generally consider the people as the 
enemy. If it rose against [the political leadership], one had to consider what political 
changes had to be made so that it accorded with the interests of the people and socialism. 
One should not miss the [right] point in time so that such movements would get on the 
other side of the barricades. The Party should not shy away from such problems, it had to 
work with these forces. They were now doing this in the Soviet Union, but it was already 
very late. These organizations had brought about their own leaders and worked out their 
own principles.  
 Where anti-Sovietism was involved, communists had no business being there. But 
for the most part they [these opposition groups] were concerned workers who worried 
about numerous neglected questions.  
 Comrade Krenz confirmed that the SED would approach the problem in this 
manner. But this would be a long process.  
 With regard to the remarks by Comrade Gorbachev, Comrade Krenz asked to 
check if the exchange of experience with the CC departments of the CPSU on a number 
of questions, with regard to which the Soviet Union had already accumulated many years 
of experience, could be expanded. This related to the fields of party organizations, 
security questions, and others. Generally, the exchange of know-how between the 
departments of the Central Committee should be intensified again.  
 Comrade Gorbachev welcomed this suggestion.  
 Comrade Krenz stated that the SED would again send cadres from training to 
Soviet party schools in the near future.  
 Comrade Krenz pointed out some currently unresolved problems in the field of 
economic cooperation. They included:  
 - an improved usage of the ferry connection Mukran-Klaipeda, which was of great 
significance for imports and exports;  
 - mutual improvements in living up to contractual obligations;  



 - examiniation of the possibility of a further increase in natural gas deliveries 
from the USSR, which the GDR would greatly appreciate;  
 - an agreement on further deliveries of the “Lada” automobile to the GDR, given 
that at the moment questions about the supply of consumer goods for the population, 
among others with cars, play a crucial role in the debate. This was a result of the 
extraordinary high savings in the GDR and the enormous budget deficit. Liquidity among 
the population was very high. Add to this a systematic demand of goods, in particular by 
Polish citizens.  
 Comrade Gorbachev confirmed this in the case of the Soviet Union as well.  
 Comrade Krenz emphasized that, for the SED, the decisive issue was to restore 
the harmony [of hearts] with the CPSU and the USSR which was vital for us. The Soviet 
side had always been ready for this, but on our side there had been certain impediments. 
He wanted to declare on behalf of the Politburo of the CC of the SED that both parties 
should return to the method of frankly and honestly raising all questions of concern. The 
calls for “Gorbi, Gorbi” during the demonstrations in Berlin had shown that it was 
impossible to destroy the good relationship of the young people and the GDR entire 
population with the Soviet Union, even if the leadership had failed in this respect.  
 Comrade Gorbachev reported that the greatest difficulty for him in participating 
in the 40 th anniversary of the GDR had been that he had been aware of the mood, and 
that he had felt very uncomfortable standing at Erich Honecker’s side.  
 Comrade Krenz interjected that he had even been accused of organizing this 
mood, especially among the young people. But it was simply a free expression of the 
attitude of the people.  
 Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that the visit of Comrade Krenz so shortly after 
his election was extraordinarily important for mutual agreement at the beginning of a new 
era. The point was to demonstrate jointly that they stood with each other, that the 
development in the Soviet Union was close to the one in the GDR, and vice versa. This 
was also important for the other socialist countries and for the entire world. In the FRG 
they were also interested in what Gorbachev and Krenz had agreed upon.  
 Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that he, in principle, shared all of the thoughts 
Comrade Krenz had expressed. They were dictated by the actual situation. For the SED it 
was now very important not to lose the initiative. The processes were developing very 
dynamically and could accelerate in pace. The party leadership had to react accordingly. 
It would be a great tragedy if the development would gain in spontaneity or lose its 
political orientation. This would create a situation, in which there was no other resort. 
Then it might be possible that mistaken slogans would dominate the situation and the 
situation could be exploited by other forces. Comrade Gorbachev pointed out that he had 
made his own experiences in this respect. Due to the hesitation by the [Soviet] leadership 
some problems had increased sharply; this concerned above all the economy. Comrade 
Krenz had emphasized correctly that the next plenum had to give an evaluation of the 
difficult situation. This evaluation had to be balanced but decisive. Comrade Gorbachev 
recalled in this context the January 1987 Plenum of the CC of the CPSU. There it was 
stated for the first time that the Party would take responsibility for the current situation. 
Simultaneously, a concrete program of perestroika was proposed. It was possible that the 
development in the GDR could take different stages. But for the reputation of the 



secretary general it was extraordinarily important that he approached the problems with 
great responsibility and great respect for the truth. Otherwise nobody would believe him.  
 Comrade Krenz interjected that there already was criticism of the fact that 
comrade Honecker’s resignation had been explained in terms of bad health.  
 In Comrade Gorbachev’s opinion, here as well further explanations were 
necessary.  
 Comrade Gorbachev commented as correct to indicate at the plenum first outlines 
of the policy of the next era and adopt a respective action program. A detailed plan was 
not yet to be made public since this might make the secretary general seem hypocritical 
as he obviously was not taking the time to study and consider thoroughly proposals and 
recommendations from all sides. But the main directions of the action program were 
already becoming evident—more socialism, renewal, democratization. One would carry 
on what had been good and useful in the past. This, for example, concerned the social 
orientation of the GDR economy, which had always been its strong suit. This should not 
be abandoned. This was an asset of the GDR.  
 In the field of cadre policy, decisive changes were certainly imminent at the 
plenum. As an old communist, Comrade Mielke certainly wanted to set an example for 
others with his resignation. This made it possible for Comrade Krenz to separate cadre 
questions from the substantive question of perestroika. Certainly there was no question of 
a collective resignation of the Politburo or the cabinet but profound changes in the 
leadership were by no doubt necessary. The plenum had to take the first step. He 
recommended to elect a few intelligent and innovative figures from the CC to the 
Politburo and to adopt prominent representatives of culture and academia as members or 
candidates of the CC as well. This would increase the reputation of the bodies. With 
regard to Comrade Honecker, he could certainly still be defended within the plenum but 
it was questionable whether that was still feasible with regard to the people. The people 
had risen and today stated their opinion frankly. Therefore they had to respond not only 
to the Plenum of the CC but also to the people. In this respect as well it was necessary not 
to miss the signs of the times. Society would continue to pose the question of 
responsibility for the situation, and for this reason profound leadership changes were due, 
too.  
 Despite determined policy changes, a complete negation of the past was to be 
avoided. This would also be disrespectful of the people who had made the previous 
achievements of the GDR. One also had to find a form of dialectical negation whereby 
one kept the good that contributed to the strengthening of socialism and added as new 
what life produced.  
 Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that Comrade Krenz had the reputation of being 
a man of courage. A secretary general could not avoid the problems either but had to face 
them; he had to act in consideration of the concrete situation and accurately assess 
changes in society. Coming up with new ideas and implementing them—all this was 
expected from a secretary general.  
 Comrade Gorbachev expressed his full agreement with Comrade Krenz on 
relations with the FRG. It was neces-sary to revitalize cooperation and coordination 
between the GDR and the Soviet Union. Each of them was well aware of the other’s 
relations with the FRG. One therefore ought not to make a secret out of it but cooperate 
and take advantage of it. The FRG, too, had the necessary information and was very 



interested in cooperating. Comrade Krenz was right in thinking that the parties should 
increasingly be put in control of cooperation. He therefore welcomed the proposal to 
intensify again the exchange of experience between the departments of the Central 
Committees. The same applied to the CC secretaries.  
 The working-level and close contacts in this field were, however, most important. 
The joint work of the academies of social sciences ought to be strengthened as well. In 
this connection, Comrade Gorbachev inquired about the fate of Comrade [Otto] 
Reinhold. He had always been viewed as working especially closely with Comrade 
Honecker.  
 Comrade Krenz stated that Comrade Reinhold had also changed his mind [Wende 
vollzogen]. This had practically happened overnight. He was criticized for a remark he 
made in a TV discussion during which he apologized for previous statements that had 
been specifically ascribed to him.  
 Comrade Gorbachev remarked jokingly that Comrade Otto Reinhold had written 
about the 10 deviations from Marxism-Leninism by Comrade Gorbachev.  
 Comrade Krenz also informed about the fate of Comrade Hans Albrecht, the 
former first secretary of the district leadership in Suhl. He did not cope with his work any 
longer. In addition, there existed resentment in the CC about an unprecedented statement 
by him about the secretary general of the CPSU CC. He had remarked at the last CC 
Plenum that Comrade Gorbachev had not performed in a class-conscious manner during 
his last visit to the FRG. Comrade Albrecht would no longer be serving as first secretary 
of the district leadership already in the coming days.  
 Comrade Gorbachev explained that it was now necessary to revive creative 
Marxism, socialism in a Leninist way, the humanistic and democratic socialism in which 
man really felt that this was his society and not an elite society. This process was not easy 
to implement. Of this he had become aware during his visit to Cuba. There had been a 
tense atmosphere initially. He himself, however, had explained that perestroika resulted 
from the development of the Soviet Union, and was necessary for the solution of Soviet 
problems. The question of whether socialism in the Soviet Union would succeed or fail 
was of importance for the entire world, including Cuba. The Soviet Union on the other 
hand welcomed all measures, which the C[ommunist] P[arty of] Cuba thought necessary 
under its conditions. They trusted its responsibility and its competence. It was important, 
Comrade Gorbachev explained, that revolutionary perestroika could not be forced upon 
anybody. Even in the GDR the situation had to develop to this point, which now made the 
process very difficult and painful.  
 Comrade Gorbachev pointed out that he had always exercised the greatest 
restraint towards the comrades in the GDR. The objective had been to avoid any ill 
feeling in the relationship, even though they were well aware of the situation in the GDR. 
They had been patient because they understood that the Party and all of society had to 
mature first before making these changes.  
 Today the important thing in the socialist countries was that each of them had to 
think on its own. On the other hand there were certain criteria and main characteristics for 
socialism in all countries.  
 Comrade Gorbachev reported at the conclusion of his conversation on domestic 
problems in the Soviet Union. He related that he would continue that same day 
discussions with leading economists. Very controversial debates on the future 



development of the Soviet Union were currently taking place in all fields. Some 
demanded the re-introduction of private property of the means of production, and the 
employment of capitalistic methods; others demanded the admission of more political 
parties. There were arguments about whether the Soviet Union ought to continue as a 
federation or confederation. In the economic field in particular, these debates were 
increasingly of a principled [ideological] character.  
 There were already comrades who had a different idea about the economic 
development and attempted to force capitalistic prescriptions upon the CPSU out of 
disappoint-ment over previous failures. The workers had realized this immediately and 
reacted with demands to strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat. There were also 
calls for a return to the old administrative command system. This would, however, be a 
great tragedy for the Soviet Union.  
 The current arguments illustrated clearly that perestroika was a true revolution. 
Comrade Gorbachev expressed with great determination, however, that he would not let 
the confrontation develop to the point of civil war or bloodshed. The situation, however, 
was very tense, and they were dealing with a true political battle. Therefore it was 
necessary to prove that socialism was capable of constant development, of perfection, and 
full realization of its potential. It was a weakness of socialism that changes in the 
leadership could lead to severe shake-ups at any time. The reason for this was that the 
people were not involved in the decisions [and] that the democratic mechanisms were not 
fully working. They had to be put in full action. It was important to further consolidate 
society, to mobilize its creative forces, and to achieve clarity on the kind of socialist 
society they wanted to build. All concrete proposals and constructive ideas were 
welcome. A current problem in the Soviet Union was the debate with those who seriously 
called for a return to private ownership of the means of production. For this purpose some 
had even come up with quotes from Marx and Lenin by which they attempted to prove 
that private property did not have to mean exploitation. To their minds, the main problem 
was the character of power by which private property could be put to use for or against 
the people.  
 Comrade Gorbachev pointed out that there could well exist forms of private 
property—in manufacture, in the countryside—as it, for example, was the case in the 
GDR. But this was not individual property. These minor forms were, however, not a 
major problem for a socialist society. There existed, however, forces in the Soviet Union 
that wanted to go much further. Comrade Gorbachev predicted that the GDR would also 
face such discussions, even more so since the capitalist example was so close 
geographically. In addition, the FRG was a very wealthy capitalist country the existence 
of which would be ever present in the political debates.  
 Comrade Krenz expressed that his decision to act had been made when he 
realized during the conversation between Comrade Gorbachev with the Politburo of the 
SED CC that Comrade Honecker did not comprehend the statements by Comrade 
Gorbachev, or did not want to understand them.  
 Comrade Gorbachev stated that he had had the impression during that 
conversation that he was throwing peas against a wall. He did not hold any grudge 
against Comrade Honecker but was only sad that he had not initiated this change of 
course himself two or three years ago. This period could have been the highpoint of his 
life. After all, the GDR had achieved very much under his leadership. All this had been 



achieved together with the Party and the people. Under no circumstances should this 
[fact] therefore be denied. That would be disrespectful of the people who then would 
have basically lived in vain. This development had to be viewed in dialectical terms. The 
progress of society, the prologue for the future, and the great potential had to be 
considered, as well as the factors that had recently slowed down the development of 
society.  
 Comrade Krenz agreed and expressed his thanks in cordial terms for the extensive 
and profound conversation. 
 
[Source: Stiftung “Archiv der Parteien und Massenorganisationen der ehemaligen DDR 
im Bundesarchiv” (SAPMO-BA), Berlin DY30/J1V2/SA/3255. Document obtained by 
Christian F. Ostermann and Vladislav Zubok and translated for CWIHP by Christian F. 
Ostermann.] 
 



Soviet Record [1] of Conversation between 
M. S. Gorbachev and the General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity 
Party of Germany (SED), Egon Krenz 
 
1 November 1989 
 
 Gorbachev: The Soviet people are very interested in everything that is going on 
now in the GDR. We hope to get the most recent information from you, although, of 
course, we know a lot. The situation in the GDR, judging by everything we see, is 
moving at an increasing speed. Is there a danger of getting left behind the reforms? 
Remember, we said in Berlin [2] that to be behind is always to lose. We know that from 
our own experience. 
  [...] I cannot tell you that we have already “broken in the horse of perestroika,” 
which turned out to be quite restless. In any case, we have not completely tamed it yet. 
Sometimes it even tries to throw the rider off. But we have gained very valuable 
experience. 
 Krenz: [...] At the Politburo we came to the conclusion that the crisis has not 
emerged [just] in the last several months. Many problems have accumulated over the 
years. 
 But the main mistake was probably that we did not make serious conclusions 
based on the new processes of social development, which began in the Soviet Union, 
other socialist countries, and which were ripe in the GDR itself. Because if you have the 
most important ally, you have to understand and share its problems and hardships. One 
cannot declare friendship in words, and at the same time stay on the sidelines when your 
ally is trying to deal with its difficult problems. People who are used to thinking of us as 
close allies felt that suddenly we have lost our unity with the Soviet Union, and that we 
ourselves erected this barrier. 
 Gorbachev: From the political point of view, the situation is clear, but from a 
simply human standpoint–[it is] dramatic. I was also concerned about this. In general, I 
had good relations with Honecker, but it seemed recently as if he lost his vision. If he had 
been willing to make the necessary changes in policy on his own initiative 2 or 3 years 
ago, everything would have been different now. But apparently, he had undergone some 
kind of a shift, he ceased to see real processes in the world and in his own country. It was 
a personal drama, but because Honecker occupied a very high position, it grew into a 
political drama. 
 Krenz: Yes, you are right, it is a drama, and for me too, because Honecker 
brought me up, he was my political mentor. 
 Gorbachev: Some people now speculate about that, but I think you should not 
react to that. 
 Krenz: For Honecker the turn probably occurred exactly in 1985, when you were 
elected General Secretary of the CC CPSU. In you he saw a threat to his authority, 
because he considered himself the most dynamic political leader. He lost all touch with 
reality, and did not rely on the politburo collective. [SED CC Secretary for Economics 
Günter] Mittag and [SED CC Secretary for Ideology and Propaganda Joachim] Hermann 



did him a very bad service in this respect. The first as a strategist, and the second as an 
executive. 
 [...] Gorbachev: This is a familiar picture. Some time ago, when I already was a 
Politburo member, I practically did not know our budget. Once we were working with 
[Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers and Politburo member] Nikolai Ryzhkov on 
some request of [former KGB chief and General Secretary Yuri V.] Andropov’s having 
to do with budgetary issues, and we, naturally, decided that we should learn about them. 
But Andropov said: Do not get in there, it is not your business. Now we know why he 
said so. It was not a budget, but hell knows what. 
 [...] Gorbachev: We knew about your situation, about your economic and 
financial ties with the FRG, and we understood how it all could turn out. For our part, we 
were carrying out our obligations to the GDR, including those on oil deliveries, even 
though some of it had to be reduced at a certain time. Erich Honecker was not very 
honest with us about those things. We knew about that, but we exercised reserve and 
patience, led by the highest political considerations. 
 Krenz: It is very important to define the division of labor between the GDR and 
the Soviet Union better. It is one of our main reserves. The situation here is far from ideal. 
We need to remove the existing barriers. There should be only one criterion—efficiency 
and mutual benefit. 
 Gorbachev: The issue of the division of labor stands as a major problem in our 
country as well. The republics that produce raw materials demand a redistribution of 
money, because they think that those that produce finished products get too much. They 
present very harsh conditions, up to the limiting and stopping of deliveries. 
 By the way, yesterday in the Supreme Soviet one of the deputies—[reform 
economist] Nikolai Shmelev—raised the question about getting the real information 
about all our foreign economic relations, including the relations with the socialist 
countries, to the Supreme Soviet. 
 Krenz: We are prepared to discuss seriously those issues once again with our 
Soviet comrades. 
 Gorbachev: I suggested the topic of cooperation to Honecker many times. He was 
in favor of direct connections, but spoke about cooperation and especially about joint 
ventures without any enthusiasm. But it is precisely cooperation that had the greatest 
potential for mutual benefit. You cannot ride on the deliveries of our raw materials all the 
time. There are some strict limits here. 
 [...] Gorbachev: Yesterday Alexander N. Yakovlev received [former US National 
Security Adviser] Zbigniew Brzezinski, who, as you know, has a head with “global 
brains.” And he said: If today the events turned out in such a way that unification of 
Germany became a reality, it would mean a collapse of many things. I think so far we 
have held the correct line: stood firmly in favor of the coexistence of two German states, 
and as a result, came to a wide international recognition of the GDR, achieved the 
Moscow Treaty, gave a boost to the Helsinki Process. Therefore we should confidently 
follow this same course. 
 You must know: all serious political figures—[British Prime Minister Margaret] 
Thatcher, [French President François] Mitterand, [Italian Prime Minister Giulio] 
Andreotti, [Polish President Wojciech] Jaruzelski, and even the Americans—though their 
position has recently exhibited some nuances—are not looking forward to German 



unification. Moreover, in today’s situation it would probably have an explosive character. 
The majority of Western leaders do not want to see the dissolution of NATO and of the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization. Serious politicians understand that they are factors of a 
necessary equilibrium. However, Mitterand feels like he has to mention his sympathy for 
the idea of the German unification. The Americans are also speaking about such 
sympathies for the Germans’ pull toward the unification. But I think that they do it as a 
favor to Bonn, and also because to some extent, they are anxious about too much 
rapprochement between the FRG and the USSR. Therefore, I repeat, the best course of 
action now is to continue the same line in the German affairs which we have successfully 
developed so far. By the way, [former FRG Chancellor and SPD leader] Willy Brandt 
shares this opinion as well. He believes that the GDR is a great victory of socialism, even 
though he has his own understanding of socialism. A liquidation of the republic, in his 
opinion, would have been a bust for the Social Democrats. Therefore, I think, we all 
should start from the following formula: history itself decided that there should be two 
German states. But of course, you cannot get away from the FRG. The need for human 
contacts presumes normal relations with the FRG. You should not disrupt your ties with 
the FRG, although, certainly, they should be kept under control. 
 I am convinced that we should coordinate our relations with the FRG better, 
although Honecker tried to evade this necessity. We know about your relations with the 
FRG, and you know about our relations with it. Why should we try to hide anything from 
each other! It would make sense to talk about the possibilities of trilateral cooperation 
between the USSR, the GDR, and the FRG, especially in the economic sphere. [...] 
 The situation in Hungary and Poland today is such that they have nowhere else to 
go, as they say, because they have drowned in financial dependence on the West. Today 
some people criticize us: they say, what is the Soviet Union doing—allowing Poland and 
Hungary to “sail” to the West[?] But we cannot take Poland on our balance. [Former 
Polish leader Edward] Gierek accumulated $48 billion dollars of debt. Poland has already 
paid off $49 billion, and it still owes almost $49 billion. As far as Hungary is concerned, 
the International Monetary Fund has dictated its harsh ultimatum already under the late 
Hungarian leader Janós Kádár. 
 Krenz: This is not our way. 
 Gorbachev: You need to take this into account in your relationship with the FRG. 
  [...] Gorbachev: We need to think through all of this, and to find formulas that 
would allow people to realize their human needs. Otherwise we will be forced to accept 
all kinds of ultimatums. Maybe we can direct our International Departments and Foreign 
Ministries to think about possible initiatives together. Clearly, your constructive steps 
should be accompanied with demands for certain obligations from the other side. 
Chancellor Helmut Kohl keeps in touch with me and with you. We need to influence him. 
Once under the pressure of the opposition, he found himself on the horse of nationalism. 
The right wing starts to present their demands for the unification of Germany to the 
Soviet Union, and appeals to the US. The logic is simple—all the peoples are united, why 
do we Germans not have this right? 
 Krenz: We have already taken a number of steps. First of all, we gave orders to 
the border troops not to use weapons at the border, except in the cases of direct attacks on 
the soldiers. Secondly, we adopted a draft of Law on Foreign Travel at the Politburo. [3] 



We will present it for a public discussion, and we plan to pass it in the Volkskammer even 
before Christmas. [...] 
 Gorbachev: Kohl was visibly worried when I mentioned the perverse 
interpretation of some of our agreements with the FRG in my 8 October speech in Berlin. 
He immediately gave me a telephone call regarding that. 
 Krenz: Yes, he is worried; I noticed it in my conversation with him. He was even 
forgetting to finish phrases. 
 Gorbachev: Kohl, it seems, is not a big intellectual, but he enjoys certain 
popularity in his country, especially among the petit-bourgeois public. 
 [...] Gorbachev: I was told that he [Honecker] did not adequately understand even 
our discussions in the Politburo. But we do not have any ill feelings towards him. Had he 
made the right conclusions two or three years ago, it would have been of major 
significance for the GDR, and for him personally. In any case, one cannot deny the things 
your Party and people have achieved in the past. We have a complete mutual 
understanding about that. 
 Krenz cordially thanks Gorbachev for the support, openness, and good advice. 
 
[Source: Notes of A.S. Chernyaev, Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, f. 2, op. 2. 
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya (National Security Archive).] 
 







































Cover Note from Alexander Schalck to Egon Krenz 
 
6 November 1989 
 
WITH ATTACHMENT, 
 
“Notes on an Informal Conversation between Comrade Alexander Schalck and Minister 
of the Chancellery Rudolf Seiters and CDU Board Member Wolfgang Schaeuble on 6 
November 1989” 
 

Dear Comrade Krenz! 
 
 I enclose the notes on the conversations with Federal Minister Seiters and CDU 
Board member Schaeuble.  
 Seiters will, in the course of this evening have an opportunity, together with 
Schaeuble, to inform the Chancellor [about the conversation]. If this should already result 
in useful items, he [Seiters] will inform me on 7 November 1989, by phone.  
 I ask for acknowledgement and determination of further steps.  
 On the basis of the authority currently given to me for the informal negotiations 
with the government of the FRG, I ask you cordially that you agree that I should not take 
part in any public discussions (including television) in order to prevent any informally 
discussed options from being leaked to the public by potential mishaps on my part. 
Should these negotiations reach a conclusion, I will, of course, be further available to the 
media, pending your permission. 
 
 
With socialist greetings 
[Schalck’s signature] 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
Notes on an informal conversation between Comrade Alexander Schalck and Federal 
Minister and Chief of the Chancellery, Rudolf Seiters, and CDU Board member 
Wolfgang Schaeuble, 6 November 1989 
 
 Continuing the informal conversation of 24 October 1989, I first repeated the 
GDR’s basic positions on further political and economic cooperation with the 
government of the FRG and the West Berlin Senate. I emphasized that the GDR was 
prepared, in implementing the obligations accepted in the CSCE process, to renew 
societal development. I also emphasized that the SED was prepared to cooperate 
constructively with the other democratic parties in a manner that served socialism and the 
interests of the GDR.  
 Within the framework of the decision to develop laws to guarantee the rule of 
law, the criminal code of the GDR will be amended to expand personal freedom, freedom 
of expression, and other issues to meet the new requirements.  



 To secure tourist and visitor traffic, the GDR is prepared to implement generous 
regulations for travel between the capital of the GDR and West Berlin via newly opened 
border crossings.  
 The implementation of these measures will create significant financial and 
material costs.  
 It is assumed that the FRG will cover these expenses to a great extent.  
 It was pointed out that the GDR is prepared to develop economic cooperation, 
including new forms like joint ventures and capital sharing in certain branches and 
sectors. It is assumed that the FRG government will take over the necessary loans in the 
cases of smaller and mid-sized businesses.  
 The GDR would be prepared to take out long-term loans up to ten billion VE, 
backed by collateral [objektgebunden] in the next two years that would be financed by 
the new [economic] capacity that will be created. It is assumed that repayment of the 
loans will begin after full production begins, and the loans are to be paid out over a 
period of at least ten years.  
 Further, the GDR sees the necessity of discussing additional lines of credit in hard 
currencies beginning in 1991 and totaling DM 2-3 billion to meet the demands connected 
with the new level of cooperation in a number of areas.  
 In light of the planned visit by Federal Minister Seiters to the GDR on 30 
November 1989 and his official conversations with the General Secretary of the SED 
Central Committee and Chairman of the State Council of the GDR, Egon Krenz, as well 
as with Foreign Minister Oskar Fischer, Seiters was informed that the GDR is prepared to 
make binding commitments in a “protocol of understanding” about the extension of trade 
and economic relations, further negotiations on the issue of environmental protection, 
negotiations over the further development of postal and long-distance phone connections, 
and other plans.  
 Seiters was asked, in reference to the discussions of 24 October 1989, to give the 
FRG government’s position on the most pressing issue of the moment: the possibility that 
his government would take over part of the additional expenses the GDR would incur in 
connection with its planned expansion of tourist and visitor traffic within the framework 
of the new travel law.  
 Seiters thanked me for the presentation and stated that these decisions were of 
great importance to the government of the Federal Republic.  
 Seiters presented the following thoughts on my proposal that GDR citizens 
travelling abroad be given the possibility to exchange DM 300 once a year at an 
exchange rate of DM 1 = East Mark 4.4:  
 —With the precondition that the minimum exchange requirement be lifted, a 
travel fund could be established with foreign currency by the FRG (with 12.5 million 
travelers, the account would be worth approximately DM 3.8 billion). The FRG’s 
previous annual payment of DM 100 “greeting money” per person would be eliminated. 
The DM 400 million that the GDR has received in the minimum exchange would also be 
paid off through the travel fund.  
 —The amount exchanged by GDR citizens for travel currency (with 12.5 million 
travelers, approximately DM 16.7 billion yearly) will be earmarked for a fund that the 
FRG and GDR will control jointly. The FRG thinks these funds should be used for the 
construction of border crossings, environ-mental protection measures, or for other 



projects that are of interest to both sides, such as transportation or postal and long-
distance services.  
 The FRG also assumes that the necessary number of border crossings between the 
capital of the GDR and West Berlin will be constructed and opened. Provisional 
measures will be part of the construction, which can then be expanded in stages.  
 These measures are to guarantee an orderly border-crossing procedure for the 
increased tourist, visitor and transit traffic.  
 The FRG’s position is that the contributions from the exchanged funds for travel 
will finance the construction.  
 The questions associated with the cost of train travel (between the FRG and the 
GDR/Berlin) can be addressed later.  
 Seiters stated openly that the domestic political passage and justification of the 
proposed positions by the GDR would necessarily have certain political consequences.  
 In this context, he mentioned the possibility for all [East German] citizens who 
had left the country legally or illegally to return to the GDR, so that all GDR citizens, 
with the exception of individual cases to be documented, could return to the GDR for 
visits.  
 He did not make a secret of the fact that a number of responsible politicians in the 
governing coalition had reservations after the “Saturday Meeting” in Berlin.  
 Seiters also made it clear that under no circumstances could he give a final answer 
immediately, and his comments were to be understood only as his own expression of the 
first contours of ideas.  
 Schaeuble, clearly acting under careful instructions from the Chancellor, made it 
clear that a great deal depends on the speech by the General Secretary at the tenth 
meeting of the SED Central Committee. This speech had to make it clear that the turn 
toward renewal was credible, that the announced reforms were clear, and that trustworthy 
people not tainted by their positions in the previous administration would be responsible 
for their implementation.  
 Article 1 of the GDR Constitution, which establishes the leading role of the 
Marxist-Leninist Party, poses a fundamental problem in this context.  
 Schaeuble strongly recommended that the SED, to allow a peaceful transition to a 
societal development born by all political, societal and religious organizations, make it 
clear that it is prepared to change the GDR Constitution to correspond to the current state 
of societal development and the obligations it accepted under the CSCE treaty. This 
amendment of the Constitution should transform the leading role of the SED into a 
constructive, consensus-building cooperation among all democratic forces in the interests 
of socialism and the GDR.  
 Schaeuble recommended that we give representatives of the Church an important 
role in the GDR.  
 In reference to the state border to West Berlin, constructed on 13 August 1961 to 
protect the GDR, Schaeuble also proposed making this border more passable, in 
accordance with the CSCE process, through the construction of new border crossings.  
 Schaeuble made it clear again that all economic and financial decisions by the 
FRG government assumed that the GDR would lower its subsidies decisively.  
 Schaeuble also said that many politicians in the FRG did not understand the 
reticent stance on providing information about the events on 7-8 October 1989. In his 



opinion, the GDR would be well advised, and it would be in their interests, to name the 
security officer directly responsible and announce the measures taken.  
 [He mentioned that] there are occasionally attacks in the FRG that are being 
investigated.  
 If the GDR does not take action, the topic will be played up again by certain 
forces.  
 Further consideration by the FRG government was necessary for the other issues 
involved in developing [further] cooperation, particularly in the economic sector and on 
the question of [extending further] credits. The FRG was not yet in the position to make 
concrete suggestions for future binding agreements.  
 The reserved attitude of the FRG government was clear, and it wants to wait until 
the results of the tenth meeting [of the SED Central Committee] to resume negotiations.  
 In conclusion, Schaeuble again strongly recommended that General Secretary 
Egon Krenz deal with the aforementioned issues in his speech. If that were not the case, 
Chancellor Kohl would not be in a position to justify financial assistance from FRG taxes 
[for the GDR] to the parliament.  
 
[Source: Published in Hans-Hermann Hertle, Der Fall der Mauer. Die unbeabsichtigte 
Selbstauflosung des SED-Staates, 2nd edition, (Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1999), 
pp. 483-486. Translated for CWIHP by Howard Sargeant.] 
 



Letter from Alexander Schalck to Egon Krenz 
 
7 November 1989 
 
Dear Comrade Krenz!  
 
 After my conversation yesterday with Seiters and Schaeuble, Federal Minister 
Seiters informed me today of the results. The Chancellor transmits the Chairman of the 
GDR State Council the following:  
 The course of yesterday’s demonstration in Leipzig and the spontaneous exits 
from the GDR to the FRG which have occurred in the last few hours have produced 
public demands in the FRG, and increasingly in certain circles of the SPD, for the 
Chairman of the [GDR] State Council to declare publicly that the GDR is prepared to 
guarantee that opposition groups will be permitted and affirm that free elections will be 
held within a period to be announced if the GDR wants to receive material and financial 
assistance from the FRG. This applies also to the financial arrangements regarding travel 
[by East Germans to the West].  
 It should be noted that this path is only possible if the SED relinquishes its claim 
to absolute power. [The Party] should be prepared to work on equal terms, and in 
consensus, with all societal forces, churches and religious communities to discuss a true 
renewal, with the goal of achieving democratic socialism, and with the understanding 
[that they are] to be prepared to carry out any resulting decisions.  
 Under these conditions, the Chancellor thinks a great deal can be achieved and 
every option can be explored.  
 Federal Minister Seiters is authorized to be available for further informal 
discussions.  
 I ask that you take note of this. 
 
With socialist greetings, 
[Alexander Schalck] 
 
[Source: Published in Hans-Hermann Hertle, Der Fall der Mauer: Die unbeabsichtigte 
Selbstauflosung des SED-Staates, 2 nd edition (Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1999), 
pp. 486-87. Translated for CWIHP by Howard Sargeant.] 
 



Minutes No. 49 of the Meeting of the SED Politburo 
 
7 November 1989 
 
[EXCERPTS] 
 
 Information by Comrade O. Fischer on the situation regarding GDR citizens 
departing via the CSSR.  
  

Report compiled by:  
 O. Fischer  
  
 1. Comrade O. Fischer will make a suggestion, in agreement with Comrades F. 
Dickel and E. Mielke, for the SED Central Committee which allows for this part of the 
travel law that deals with permanent exit to be put into effect immediately through an 
executive order [Durchfuehrungsbestimmung].  
 2. Comrade O. Fischer will inform the USSR’s Ambassador to the GDR 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary, Comrade V[yacheslav I.] Kochemassov, and the 
Czechoslovaks about the proposal and the Politburo’s position. At the same time, 
consultations with the FRG are to be carried out.  
 3. The mass media should use their influence to help that GDR citizens do not 
leave their country. They should inform about people who have returned. Responsible: 
Comrade G. Schabowski.  
 4. Comrade G. Schabowski is assigned to discuss this problem with the 
representatives of the bloc parties [Christian Democrats, Liberal Democrats] in order to 
reach a joint position. 
 
[Source: SAPMO-BA, DY 30/J IV 2/2/2358. Translated for CWIHP by Howard 
Sargeant.]  



Memorandum of Conversation between Comrade Oskar Fischer and the Soviet 
Ambassador V[yacheslav] I. Kochemassov 
 
7 November 1989, at 11:45 a.m.104 
 
The conversation took place at the request of the Minister, Comrade Fischer. 
 
I. 
 Comrade Oskar Fischer stated that the Politburo had discussed the problem of 
exits by GDR citizens, and the connected problems in the CSSR (blocking of the border 
crossings...). [It was the GDR’s duty] to relieve the Czechoslovak comrades. The 
GDR/FRG border would not be opened, because this would have uncontrollable effects. 
For the same reason, the border to the CSSR could not be closed.  
 The following measures were planned:  
 1. The media campaign aimed at inducing GDR citizens to remain in their country 
will be intensified. It was being attempted to co-opt certain people (personalities) to join 
the campaign. At the same time, returnees from the FRG should also be effectively used 
in this campaign.  
 2. The campaign against the FRG’s “duty to take care of [the East Germans]” will 
also be intensified. In this effort the support of our allies is desirable. Our ambassadors in 
Western Europe have been instructed to work along the same lines.  
 3. The [implementation of the] part of the travel law that deals with permanent 
exit of GDR citizens will be put in effect in advance.  
 4. It is to be discussed with the CSSR as to whether including its border crossings 
to Bavaria [Brambach– Vojlanov] as an exit route would bring relief. At the same time 
the CSSR would be asked as to whether it could close the border with the GDR. That 
would mean, however, punishing well-intentioned GDR citizens. If the GDR were to 
close [its border], a power struggle would ensue.  
 5. The GDR will inform Bonn about what they can expect as far as GDR citizens 
traveling to the FRG are concerned. It will demand forcefully that the FRG oppose the 
entry of GDR citizens. We will take them at their word.  
 6. Comrade Schabowski will inform the bloc parties about these things today, and 
Comrade Jarowinsky will talk to the representatives of the churches.  
 7. Comrade Ziebart will be informed by the Minister immediately, since he has an 
appointment today in Prague at 1:15 p.m. with Comrade Lenart. 
 
II. 
 Comrade Gorbachev’s opinion as to the larger picture as well as to our plans for 
the travel law is very important to Comrade Krenz. The GDR would appreciate the 
support of the USSR.  
 Comrade Kochemassov thanked Comrade Fischer for the information. As an 
additional measure, he suggested including the former allies (USA, Britain, France) in 
order to prompt them to put pressure on the FRG.  
 Comrade Fischer agreed.  
 Comrade Kochemassov assured [Comrade Fischer] that the request would be 
forwarded to Moscow at once and promised a prompt response. 



[Source: BA, Berlin, DC-20 4933. Translated for CWIHP by Howard Sargeant.] 

























Guenter Schabowski’s Press Conference in the GDR International Press Center 
 
9 November 1989, 6:53-7:01 p.m.111 
 
 Question: My name is Ricardo Ehrman, representing the Italian press agency 
ANSA. Mr. Schabowski, you spoke about mistakes. Don’t you believe that it was a big 
mistake to introduce this travel law several days ago? 
  

Schabowski: No, I don’t believe so. (Um) We know about this tendency in the 
population, this need of the population, to travel or to leave the GDR. And (um) we have 
ideas about what we have to bring about, (such as) all the things I mentioned before, or 
sought to mention in my response to the question from the TASS correspondent, namely 
a complex renewal of the society (um) and thereby achieve that many of these elements... 
(um) that people do not feel compelled to solve their personal problems in this way. 
 Those are quite a number of steps, as I said, and (um) we can’t start them all at 
once. There are series of steps, and the chance, through expanding travel possibilities ... 
the chance, through legalizing exit and making it easier to leave, to free the people from a 
(um) let us say psychological pressure... Many of these steps took place without adequate 
consideration. We know that through conversations, through the need to return to the 
GDR, (um) through conversations with people who find themselves in an unbelievably 
complicated situation in the FRG because the FRG is having a great deal of trouble 
providing shelter for these refugees. 
 So, the absorptive capacity of the FRG is essentially exhausted. There are already 
more than, or less than provisional (um), that these people have to count on, if they are 
put up there. (um). Shelter is the minimum for constructing an existence. Finding work is 
decisive, essential... 
  

Beil: (softly) ... integration... 
  

Schabowski: ...yes, and the necessary integration into the society, which cannot 
happen when one is living in a tent or an emergency shelter, or is hanging around 
unemployed. 
 So, we want... through a number of changes, including the travel law, to [create] 
the chance, the sovereign decision of the citizens to travel wherever they want. (um) We 
are naturally (um) concerned that the possibilities of this travel regulation—it is still not 
in effect, it’s only a draft. 
 A decision was made today, as far as I know (looking toward Labs and Banaschak 
in hope of confirmation). A recommendation from the Politburo was taken up that we 
take a passage from the [draft of] travel regulation and put it into effect, that, (um)—as it 
is called, for better or worse—that regulates permanent exit, leaving the Republic. Since 
we find it (um) unacceptable that this movement is taking place (um) across the territory 
of an allied state, (um) which is not an easy burden for that country to bear. Therefore 
(um), we have decided today (um) to implement a regulation that allows every citizen of 
the German Democratic Republic (um) to (um) leave the GDR through any of the border 
crossings. 
  



Question: (many voices) When does that go into effect?... Without a passport? 
Without a passport? (no, no)—When is that in effect?... (confusion, voices...) At what 
point does the regulation take effect? 
  

Schabowski: What? 
  

Question: At once? When... 
  

Schabowski: (... scratches his head) You see, comrades, I was informed today 
(puts on his glasses as he speaks further), that such an announcement had been (um) 
distributed earlier today. You should actually have it already. So, (reading very quickly 
from the paper): 
 1) “Applications for travel abroad by private individuals can now be made 
without the previously existing requirements (of demonstrating a need to travel or 
proving familial relationships). The travel authorizations will be issued within a short 
time. Grounds for denial will only be applied in particular exceptional cases. The 
responsible departments of passport and registration control in the People’s Police district 
offices in the GDR are instructed to issue visas for permanent exit without delays and 
without presentation of the existing requirements for permanent exit.” 
  

Question: With a passport? 
  

Schabowski: (um...)(reads:) “Permanent exit is possible via all GDR border 
crossings to the FRG. These changes replace the temporary practice of issuing [travel] 
authorizations through GDR consulates and permanent exit with a GDR personal identity 
card via third countries.” 
  (Looks up) (um) I cannot answer the question about passports at this point. 
(Looks questioningly at Labs and Banaschak.) That is also a technical question. I don’t 
know, the passports have to ... so that everyone has a passport, they first have to be 
distributed. But we want to... 
  

Banaschak: The substance of the announcement is decisive... 
  

Schabowski: ... is the ... 
  

Question: When does it come into effect? 
  

Schabowski: (Looks through his papers...) That comes into effect, according to 
my information, immediately, without delay (looking through his papers further). 
  

Labs: (quietly) ...without delay. 
  

Beil: (quietly) That has to be decided by the Council of Ministers. 
  

Question: (...Many voices...) You only said the FRG, is the regulation also valid 
for West Berlin? 



  
Schabowski: (reading aloud quickly) “As the Press Office of the Ministry ... the 

Council of Ministers decided that until the Volkskammer implements a corresponding 
law, this transition regulation will be in effect.” 
  

Question: Does this also apply for West Berlin? You only mentioned the FRG. 
  

Schabowski: (shrugs his shoulders, frowns, looks at his papers) So ... (pause), um 
hmmm (reads aloud): “Permanent exit can take place via all border crossings from the 
GDR to the FRG and West Berlin, respectively.” 
  

Question: Another question also: does that mean that effective immediately, 
GDR citizens—Christoph Janowski, Voice of America—does that mean that effective 
immediately, all GDR citizens cannot emigrate via Czechoslovakia or Poland? 
  

Schabowski: No, that is not addressed at all. We hope instead that the movement 
will (um) regulate itself in this manner, as we are trying to. 
  

Question: (many voices, incomprehensible question) 
  

Schabowski: I haven’t heard anything to the contrary. 
  

Question: (many voices, incomprehensible) 
  
. Schabowski: I haven’t heard anything to the contrary. 
  

Question: (many voices, incomprehensible) 
  

Schabowski: I haven’t heard anything to the contrary. I’m expressing myself so 
carefully because I’m not up to date on this question, but just before I came over here I 
was given this information. (Several journalists hurry from the room.) 
  

Frage: Mr. Schabowski, what is going to happen to the Berlin Wall now? 
  

Schabowski: It has been brought to my attention that it is 7:00 p.m.. That has to 
be the last question. Thank you for your understanding. 
  (um...) What will happen to the Berlin Wall? Information has already been 
provided in connection with travel activities. (um) The issue of travel, (um) the ability to 
cross the Wall from our side, ... hasn’t been answered yet and exclusively the question in 
the sense..., so this, I’ll put it this way, fortified state border of the GDR.... (um) We have 
always said that there have to be several other factors (um) taken into consideration. And 
they deal with the complex of questions that Comrade Krenz, in his talk in the—
addressed in view of the relations between the GDR and the FRG, in ditto light of the 
(um) necessity of continuing the process of assuring peace with new initiatives. 



 And (um) surely the debate about these questions (um) will be positively 
influenced if the FRG and NATO also agree to and implement disarmament measures in 
a similar manner to that of the GDR and other socialist countries. Thank you very much. 
 
[Source: Author’s transcript of television broadcast. Translated for CWIHP by Howard 
Sargeant.]  



Material for the Session/For Circulation in the Council of Ministers, Draft: 
Temporary Transition Rules for Travel and Permanent Exit from the GDR 
 
Berlin, 9 November 1989 
 
Material for the meeting 
For Circulation in the Council of Ministers 
Berlin, 9 November 1989 
Members of the Council of Ministers 
 
It is requested that the attached draft resolution Temporary Transition Rules for Travel 
and Permanent Exit VVS b2-937/89 by the GDR Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
be approved through circulation today, Thursday, 9 November 1989, by 6:00 p.m. 
 
[Harry] Moebis 
 
Material for the meeting 
Secret 
Council of Ministers Circular b2-937/89 
[11/9/89] 
[40th] copy 4 pages 
V 1204/89 
 
Title of the draft: 
Temporary—Transition 
Rules for Travel and 
Permanent Exit from the GDR 
 
Draft presented by: 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
 
signed: Willi Stoph 
 
Berlin, 9 November 1989 
 
Draft Resolution 

The attached resolution on the temporary transition rules for travel and permanent 
exit from the GDR is approved. 
 
Draft Resolution 

To change the situation with regard to the permanent exit of GDR citizens to the 
FRG via the CSSR, it has been determined that: 
 
 1. The decree from 30 November 1988 about travel abroad of GDR citizens will 
no longer be applied until the new travel law comes into force.  



 2. Starting immediately, the following temporary transition regulations for travel 
abroad and permanent exits from the GDR are in effect:  
 a) Applications by private individuals for travel abroad can now be made without 
the previously existing requirements (of demonstrating a need to travel or proving 
familial relationships). The travel authorizations will be issued within a short period of 
time. Grounds for denial will only be applied in particularly exceptional cases.  
 b) The responsible departments of passport and registration control in the 
People’s Police district offices in the GDR are instructed to issue visas for permanent exit 
without delays and without presentation of the existing requirements for permanent exit. 
It is still possible to apply for permanent exit in the departments for internal affairs [of the 
local district or city councils].  
 c) Permanent exits are possible via all GDR border crossings to the FRG and 
(West) Berlin.  
 d) The temporary practice of issuing (travel) authorizations through GDR 
consulates and permanent exit with only a GDR personal identity card via third countries 
ceases.  
 3. The attached press release explaining the temporary transition regulation will 
be issued on 10 November. 
 
Responsible: Government spokesman of the GDR 
Council of Ministers 
 
Press release 
 
Berlin (ADN) 
 
 As the Press Office of the Ministry of the Interior has announced, the GDR 
Council of Ministers has decided that the following temporary transition regulation for 
travel abroad and permanent exit from the GDR will be effective until a corresponding 
law is put into effect by the Volkskammer:  
 1) Applications by private individuals for travel abroad can now be made without 
the previously existing requirements (of demonstrating a need to travel or proving 
familial relationships). The travel authorizations will be issued within a short period of 
time. Grounds for denial will only be applied in particularly exceptional cases.  
 2) The responsible departments of passport and registration control in the 
People’s Police district offices in the GDR are instructed to issue visas for permanent exit 
without delays and without presentation of the existing requirements for permanent exit. 
It is still possible to apply for permanent exit in the departments for internal affairs [of the 
local district or city councils].  
 3) Permanent exits are possible via all GDR border crossings to the FRG and 
(West) Berlin.  
 4) This decision revokes the temporary practice of issuing (travel) authorizations 
through GDR consulates and permanent exit with only a GDR personal identity card via 
third countries ceases. 
 



[Source: Bundesbeauftragter fur die Unterlagen der Staatssicherheit (BstU), Central 
Archive, MfS Working Group Nieber 553, sheets 15-19. Translated for CWIHP by 
Howard Sargeant.] 



Transcript of the Tenth Session of the SED Central Committee 
 
9 November 1989, from 3:47 p.m. - 3:55 p.m.  
 
[EXCERPTS]  
 
 Krenz: Comrades! Before Guenther speaks, I have to digress from the agenda 
once more. You are aware that there is a problem that wears on us all: the question of exit 
[from the GDR]. The Czechoslovak comrades are increasingly finding it a burden, as our 
Hungarian comrades did earlier. And, whatever we do in this situation, it will be a move 
in the wrong direction. If we close the border to the CSSR, then we are basically 
punishing the upstanding citizens of the GDR, who would not be able to travel, and in 
this way put pressure on us. Even that would not have led to our gaining control of the 
situation, since the Permanent Mission of the FRG has already informed us that they have 
finished with renovations. That means that when they open the building, we will face the 
same problem again. 
 And, Comrade Willi Stoph, as acting Chairman of the Council of Ministers, 
drafted a decree which I would like to read to you here and now. Although the draft has 
been approved by the Politburo, it has such an impact that I wanted to consult the Central 
Committee. 
 Decision to change the situation for permanent exit of GDR citizens to the FRG 
via the CSSR. 
 It is decreed: 
 1. The decree of 30 November 1988 about travel abroad for GDR citizens will no 
longer be applied until the new travel law comes into force. 
 2. Starting immediately, the following temporary transition regulation for travel 
abroad and permanent exits from the GDR are in effect: 
 a) Applications for travel abroad by private individuals can now be made without 
the previously existing requirements (of demonstrating a need to travel or proving 
familial relationships). The travel authorizations will be issued on short notice. Grounds 
for denial will only be applied in particularly exceptional cases. 
 b) The responsible departments of passport and registration control in the police 
county offices [VPK?] in the GDR are instructed to issue visas for permanent exit 
without delays and without presentation of the existing requirements for permanent exit. 
It is still possible to apply for permanent exit in the departments for internal affairs. 
 c) Permanent exits are possible via all GDR border crossings to the FRG and 
(West) Berlin. 
 d) The temporary practice of issuing (travel) authorizations through GDR 
consulates and permanent exit with only a GDR personal identity card via third countries 
ceases. 
 3. The attached press release explaining the temporary transition regulation will 
be issued on 10 November. 
 
 The press release reads as follows: “As the Press Office of the Ministry of the 
Interior has announced, the GDR Council of Ministers has decided that the following 



tempo-rary transition regulation for travel abroad and permanent exit from the GDR will 
be effective until a corresponding law is put into force by the Volkskammer.” 
 Then follow the four points that I do not need to read to you again. 
 I said that however way we do this, it will turn out bad. But it is the only solution 
that saves us from the problems of having to do everything through third countries, which 
does not further the international prestige of the GDR. Comrade Hoffmann? 
  

Hoffmann: Comrade Krenz, could we avoid this word “temporary”? It creates a 
constant pressure, as if people didn’t have any time left and had to get away as soon as 
possible. Wouldn’t it be possible—I don’t know the entire text—to avoid that or work 
around it? 

  
 Krenz: Yes, we could write: “According to the Volkskammer’s decision, the 
following transition regulation” and simply take out “temporary.” Transition regulation, 
after all, means temporary. 
 
 Dickel: Until the travel law comes into effect. 
  

Krenz: So, until the travel law comes into effect, the following things are valid, 
OK? (noise) 
 Krenz: Agreed? (noise) Comrade Dickel, do you foresee any difficulties? It’s 
correct as it is, isn’t it? [noise, Chair rings bell] 
 Dickel: As far as the announcement is concerned— (shout: louder!) it perhaps 
would make sense for the Press Office of the Council of Ministers to make the 
announcement rather than the Ministry of the Interior, although we will actually carry out 
the decree, since it is a decree from the Chairman of the Council of Ministers. 
  

Krenz: I would suggest that the government spokes-man make the announcement 
right aw ay. (shouting) What? (noise) 
  

Banaschak: Isn’t it dangerous to adopt such a passage, “temporary”? ... (shouts: 
louder!) If we adopt such a passage, one that contains “temporary” or “transition 
solution,” couldn’t that have the effect that people aren’t sure what will come next... 
(noise, shouts: They just said that! Further noise, shouts) 
  

Krenz: Therefore, we will say that we will avoid “temporary” as well as 
“transition rule” and say: until the travel law, which is to be passed by the Volkskammer, 
comes into effect, this and that is decreed. Agreed, Comrades? (shouts: yes!) Good, thank 
you very much. Guenther Jahn, you have the floor. 
  (Quietly, to his neighbor at the presidium table, with the microphone turned off): 
It is always good to do something like that. (Loudly, with microphone turned on): After 
Günther Jahn, Guenter Sieber will take the floor. 
 
[Source: SAPMO–BA, tape Y 1/TD 738, transcribed in Hans-Hermann Hertle and Gerd-
Rüdiger Stephan (eds.), Das Ende der SED: Die letzten Tage des Zentralkomitees, 4th 
edition, (Berlin: Dietz, 1999), pp. 303-306. Translated for CWIHP by Howard Sargeant.]  



Guenter Schabowski’s Press Conference in the GDR International Press Center 
 
9 November 1989, 6:53-7:01 p.m. 
  
 Question: My name is Ricardo Ehrman, representing the Italian press agency 
ANSA. Mr. Schabowski, you spoke about mistakes. Don’t you believe that it was a big 
mistake to introduce this travel law several days ago? 
  

Schabowski: No, I don’t believe so. (Um) We know about this tendency in the 
population, this need of the population, to travel or to leave the GDR. And (um) we have 
ideas about what we have to bring about, (such as) all the things I mentioned before, or 
sought to mention in my response to the question from the TASS correspondent, namely 
a complex renewal of the society (um) and thereby achieve that many of these elements... 
(um) that people do not feel compelled to solve their personal problems in this way. 
 Those are quite a number of steps, as I said, and (um) we can’t start them all at 
once. There are series of steps, and the chance, through expanding travel possibilities ... 
the chance, through legalizing exit and making it easier to leave, to free the people from a 
(um) let us say psychological pressure... Many of these steps took place without adequate 
consideration. We know that through conversations, through the need to return to the 
GDR, (um) through conversations with people who find themselves in an unbelievably 
complicated situation in the FRG because the FRG is having a great deal of trouble 
providing shelter for these refugees. 
 So, the absorptive capacity of the FRG is essentially exhausted. There are already 
more than, or less than provisional (um), that these people have to count on, if they are 
put up there. (um). Shelter is the minimum for constructing an existence. Finding work is 
decisive, essential... 
  

Beil: (softly) ... integration... 
  

Schabowski: ...yes, and the necessary integration into the society, which cannot 
happen when one is living in a tent or an emergency shelter, or is hanging around 
unemployed. 
 So, we want... through a number of changes, including the travel law, to [create] 
the chance, the sovereign decision of the citizens to travel wherever they want. (um) We 
are naturally (um) concerned that the possibilities of this travel regulation—it is still not 
in effect, it’s only a draft. 
 A decision was made today, as far as I know (looking toward Labs and Banaschak 
in hope of confirmation). A recommendation from the Politburo was taken up that we 
take a passage from the [draft of] travel regulation and put it into effect, that, (um)—as it 
is called, for better or worse—that regulates permanent exit, leaving the Republic. Since 
we find it (um) unacceptable that this movement is taking place (um) across the territory 
of an allied state, (um) which is not an easy burden for that country to bear. Therefore 
(um), we have decided today (um) to implement a regulation that allows every citizen of 
the German Democratic Republic (um) to (um) leave the GDR through any of the border 
crossings. 
  



Question: (many voices) When does that go into effect?... Without a passport? 
Without a passport? (no, no)—When is that in effect?... (confusion, voices...) At what 
point does the regulation take effect? 
  

Schabowski: What? 
  

Question: At once? When... 
  

Schabowski: (... scratches his head) You see, comrades, I was informed today 
(puts on his glasses as he speaks further), that such an announcement had been (um) 
distributed earlier today. You should actually have it already. So, (reading very quickly 
from the paper): 
 1) “Applications for travel abroad by private individuals can now be made 
without the previously existing requirements (of demonstrating a need to travel or 
proving familial relationships). The travel authorizations will be issued within a short 
time. Grounds for denial will only be applied in particular exceptional cases. The 
responsible departments of passport and registration control in the People’s Police district 
offices in the GDR are instructed to issue visas for permanent exit without delays and 
without presentation of the existing requirements for permanent exit.” 
  

Question: With a passport? 
  

Schabowski: (um...)(reads:) “Permanent exit is possible via all GDR border 
crossings to the FRG. These changes replace the temporary practice of issuing [travel] 
authorizations through GDR consulates and permanent exit with a GDR personal identity 
card via third countries.” 
  (Looks up) (um) I cannot answer the question about passports at this point. 
(Looks questioningly at Labs and Banaschak.) That is also a technical question. I don’t 
know, the passports have to ... so that everyone has a passport, they first have to be 
distributed. But we want to... 
  

Banaschak: The substance of the announcement is decisive... 
  

Schabowski: ... is the ... 
  

Question: When does it come into effect? 
  

Schabowski: (Looks through his papers...) That comes into effect, according to 
my information, immediately, without delay (looking through his papers further). 
  

Labs: (quietly) ...without delay. 
  

Beil: (quietly) That has to be decided by the Council of Ministers. 
  

Question: (...Many voices...) You only said the FRG, is the regulation also valid 
for West Berlin? 



  
Schabowski: (reading aloud quickly) “As the Press Office of the Ministry ... the 

Council of Ministers decided that until the Volkskammer implements a corresponding 
law, this transition regulation will be in effect.” 
  

Question: Does this also apply for West Berlin? You only mentioned the FRG. 
  

Schabowski: (shrugs his shoulders, frowns, looks at his papers) So ... (pause), um 
hmmm (reads aloud): “Permanent exit can take place via all border crossings from the 
GDR to the FRG and West Berlin, respectively.” 
  

Question: Another question also: does that mean that effective immediately, 
GDR citizens—Christoph Janowski, Voice of America—does that mean that effective 
immediately, all GDR citizens cannot emigrate via Czechoslovakia or Poland? 
  

Schabowski: No, that is not addressed at all. We hope instead that the movement 
will (um) regulate itself in this manner, as we are trying to. 
  

Question: (many voices, incomprehensible question) 
  

Schabowski: I haven’t heard anything to the contrary. 
  

Question: (many voices, incomprehensible) 
  
. Schabowski: I haven’t heard anything to the contrary. 
  

Question: (many voices, incomprehensible) 
  

Schabowski: I haven’t heard anything to the contrary. I’m expressing myself so 
carefully because I’m not up to date on this question, but just before I came over here I 
was given this information. (Several journalists hurry from the room.) 
  

Frage: Mr. Schabowski, what is going to happen to the Berlin Wall now? 
  

Schabowski: It has been brought to my attention that it is 7:00 p.m.. That has to 
be the last question. Thank you for your understanding. 
  (um...) What will happen to the Berlin Wall? Information has already been 
provided in connection with travel activities. (um) The issue of travel, (um) the ability to 
cross the Wall from our side, ... hasn’t been answered yet and exclusively the question in 
the sense..., so this, I’ll put it this way, fortified state border of the GDR.... (um) We have 
always said that there have to be several other factors (um) taken into consideration. And 
they deal with the complex of questions that Comrade Krenz, in his talk in the—
addressed in view of the relations between the GDR and the FRG, in ditto light of the 
(um) necessity of continuing the process of assuring peace with new initiatives. 



 And (um) surely the debate about these questions (um) will be positively 
influenced if the FRG and NATO also agree to and implement disarmament measures in 
a similar manner to that of the GDR and other socialist countries. Thank you very much. 
 
[Source: Author’s transcript of television broadcast. Translated for CWIHP by Howard 
Sargeant.]  
 



Talks of Chancellor Kohl with the President of the "Solidarity" Trade Union, 
Walesa; Warsaw, 9 November 1989 

The Chancellor greeted Lech Walesa (W) and reminded him of the last meeting at the 
beginning of September-- since then a lot has happened in Europe!  

He hopes that a new chapter in the German-Polish relationship can now truly begin. The 
strength of his delegation -- among them 80 personalities from business -- shows strong 
interest. If Poland only created the necessary political infrastructure, one could do much 
jointly: promotion of agricultural cooperatives, industrial concerns, middle class 
enterprises -- already here in particular, there is potential for cooperation.  

The joint document negotiated by [our] personal representatives is rational and forward-
looking.  

Indeed, one must know that the left in both states does not want this visit to be successful. 
The discussion over the Annaberg has shown this, also the way one psychologically 
punishes a whole group of the population such as the exiles -- who are completely 
obliging -- until they react.  

A success in German-Polish relations in view of the dramatic developments in the GDR 
would be especially compelling. No one can say how it will continue -- not even Krenz. 
Every day between 10,000 and 15,000 people simply flee the GDR. Krenz told him -- the 
Chancellor -- over the telephone that he wants to continue with reforms, but following the 
Moscow model, not Warsaw’s or Budapest’s. He wants to keep the present Party control 
in practice. But this will not work; if Krenz does not permit parties and guarantee free 
elections, there will be no peace. Had Honecker implemented this two years earlier, this 
would have perhaps worked; but now in the face of demonstrations of 500,000 people in 
Leipzig, 600,000-700,000 people in Berlin, it is too late. One can no longer align with the 
police and tanks against such a crowd of people. Gorbachev also realizes this.  

This is why a success with reforms here in Poland is so important. This success would be 
a first-class European event. Therefore, he -- the Chancellor -- wants to do everything to 
contribute to this success. Clever politics is necessary on both sides.  

W thanked [the Chancellor] for the opportunity to have these talks and responded to the 
Annaberg theme, that in this case one doesn’t want to emphasize it too much. One should 
not forget that there was an iron curtain between the two states, that the Polish people 
would have been poorly informed on the Chancellor’s plans and efforts. The present 
opening is still too new to overcome these molds, these moods. In a month one could not 
imagine this-- in half a year there will no longer be such a problem.  

Today, however, the widespread fear of German aggression, German tanks, continues to 
have an effect. The Communists psychologically maintained this picture -- the Chancellor 
interjected: And exploited it.  



W advises to wait calmly for things to develop.  

He sees the developments in the GDR as very dangerous. One must try to slow them 
down. He had said earlier that it would be good if the GDR remained in fifth or sixth 
place (among the reform states). He would have preferred it if developments had 
maintained a certain order -- with Poland and Hungary on top. But now one stands 
unprepared before a new situation. One needs brave solutions -- for instance a complete 
opening: everyone could go where it suits him. But no one is prepared for such solutions.  

In the GDR everything works in the short-term and is thought of belatedly. A stream of 
people moves to the West and no one is left to turn out the light. He asks himself if the 
Federal Republic of Germany would stop this influx. For Poland, the developments come 
at a the wrong time, then the Federal Republic of Germany would be compelled to direct 
its gaze on the GDR as a top priority -- whereby in which case Polish reforms would 
inevitably be in the background.  

The Chancellor interjected that this is not his policy—without the developments in 
Warsaw, there would not be these developments in the GDR—and if the Warsaw reforms 
were to fail, nothing further would happen in the GDR.  

W replied that admittedly this is logically correct; on the other hand the situation in the 
GDR is developing with fast leaps and bounds—he asks himself, what would happen if 
the GDR completely opened its border and tore down the Wall—must the Federal 
Republic of Germany rebuild her [East Germany] again?  

The Chancellor continued, if the number of refugee seekers grew dramatically again, the 
GDR would collapse.  

W continued anew, the development of reforms in the GDR is late—and if the GDR can’t 
and won’t go further, it would seek to shift the debt to the Federal Republic of Germany.  

The Chancellor views such a course as unlikely: yesterday in the German Bundestag he 
said that there were three points that were crucial: admission of free parties, free elections, 
and credible guarantees. Then the Federal Republic of Germany could also help.  

W views such developments as coming too late—if it were up to him to decide in the 
GDR, he would announce that the complete opening (of the border) has been prepared, 
explain a political program along these lines, and introduce a clever solution that won’t 
result in confusion. But this is not possible now. One already knows this in Poland from 
personal experience. He would have preferred a clean solution—"with gloves". But now 
one must improvise. In spite of everything, the attempt must also be made in the GDR to 
carry out a well-thought-out solution, otherwise there will be chaos.  

The Chancellor repeated: truly free parties and free elections are what the people in the 
GDR are now waiting for.  



W asked if there is anyone with whom one can talk rationally with.  

The Chancellor repeated his picture of the GDR leadership. It is not about one person, 
rather it is about many who feared losing their advantages and now have genuine anxiety. 
Within the leadership there are three groups:  

- People who still believed ten days ago that things could be brought to order through the 
removal of Honecker—now they have detached themselves—"the old cement-heads" [die 
alte Betonkoepfe] are gone.  

- Krenz and his followers, who would like to implement reforms, such as a leading role 
for the Party, after the model of the Soviet Union.  

- Finally, the third group is difficult to characterize—however, it clearly wants actual 
changes. He received inquiries on conditions, but of course answered that the Federal 
Republic of Germany has no conditions to pose; rather, all decisions must come from the 
GDR itself. 

Above all he emphasized that he could give comprehensive help if there were actual 
reforms: the founding of free labor unions, free parties, free elections, guarantees . . . if 
the GDR doesn’t go down this path, they will be swept away.  

W emphasized anew fear and concern over the uncontrollable developments. The 
situation in the GDR calls for a brave solution. . . . He sees no (long-term) plans. The 
SED is not in the position to carry out reforms, no one would believe them. Perhaps one 
should think about including the UN. But there is no person, no institution in particular—
such as the Church in Poland—with which one can discuss [matters] rationally and 
control the situation. There is no earnest organization—although certain people from the 
nomenklatura could play with military power.  

The Chancellor repeated: Military power will help no one now. However, the example of 
Hungary could help. There some people realized that reforms were important.  

W does not see a second Hungary in the GDR as possible. He wonders whether the Wall 
will stand again in one or two weeks.  

The Chancellor emphasized that the peaceful course of the demonstrations has very 
clearly proven that the people are not radical.  

W reported from his own experience that he also first emphasized the results after the 
"Round Table" talks, but was overtaken by the outcome. Particularly because of that, he 
has concerns that events in the GDR are developing too quickly.  

The Chancellor pointed out that the GDR, in contrast to Poland and Hungary, is not a 
country, rather it is a part of Germany. If there were a firm arrangement on the admission 
of parties and a guarantee of free elections, then the people would no longer leave. Since 



there are still remnants of earlier parties—though this doesn’t count for the East CDU—
there could be a new infrastructure in a quarter of a year.  

Prof. Geremek interjected that the same question presents itself in the GDR as in Poland: 
Society wants freedom, not parties. If one were to put this to the test, then where does the 
Wall still stand?  

The Chancellor replied: with these developments the Wall will without a doubt be cleared 
away. On the other hand, if one shoots, everything would be over.  

W sees difficulties with the re-establishment of parties because many of the most active 
leadership personalities are already gone. Perhaps the party problem is even on the back 
burner. For the people the cry "we want parties" is, as in Poland, about freedom.  

W asked about the economic and benefits situation in the GDR.  

The Chancellor sees this as a small problem. Besides, yesterday in the German Bundestag 
he emphasized our preparedness to help if free labor unions and parties were allowed and 
free elections were guaranteed. One could activate the GDR economy quite quickly. 
Naturally the help must be significant—he harbors no illusions about this. Especially in 
the current situation—the Chancellor continued—he wants to clear things up with Poland. 
He wants to achieve results due to bilateral relations, but also as a result of developments 
in the GDR. It would be utterly wrong to allow the GDR current priority and to claim that 
Poland is no longer a theme. Because the developments are not a German, but rather a 
European problem. Everything that he does as a German in this situation, judges [sic]: 
How will this work in Europe?  

In Paris, London, Rome, Warsaw there are many people who did not wish for these 
developments. That is exactly why one must try to reach a consensus. He spoke with 
President Mitterand about this eight days ago and then stated with him at a press 
conference: Now more than ever the Federal Republic of Germany needs the partnership 
with France—it is existential. For we are a piece of Europe. The Germans are not the 
measure of all things.  

He can only repeat: If things in Poland develop for the worse, then the same will happen 
in the GDR—that is exactly why he would give important impetus here.  

W asked if the Federal Republic of Germany could accept a million people from the 
GDR.  

The Chancellor saw such an influx of refugees as unlikely. From his own conversations, 
he knows that these are normal people who actually didn’t want to leave; rather, through 
their flight they wanted to force better living conditions in their homeland.  

W clarified anew his concerns about uncontrolled developments and "revolutionary 
chaos." There is a joint interest that things develop peacefully.  



The Chancellor emphatically agreed. However he—the Chancellor—cannot make a 
decision together with Walesa. People in the GDR leadership need yet another lesson, 
specifically that which does not continue with the current power of the Party. There is no 
military alternative—either with their own or with Russian soldiers. But just because a 
few people wanted to save the leadership, they would not carry out a scorched earth 
policy .  

W nevertheless does not rule out a development in which martial law or a state of 
emergency [are declared.]  

The Chancellor repeated anew, the people want change, not revolution.  

W and G doubt that this also holds for the youth.  

The Chancellor repeated: Naturally they want changes and a better standard of living, but 
they also see the costs and risks.  

Next week there will be a new government in East Berlin. He does not know the 
designated Minister President, perhaps a few people of his background. It would not 
surprise him—the Chancellor—if he would attempt after a while to push Krenz to the 
side and take over his role.  

Besides, the people in the GDR are well informed on relations with us. They knew what 
they expected in the Federal Republic of Germany. 14 million travelers over the past year 
also conveyed personal impressions.  

For this reason also he believes that it will not be realized. In demonstrations of 500,000 
people, no broken windows—this was indeed notable. (Digression: GDR refugees in the 
embassies in Warsaw and Prague.)  

In closing, the Chancellor gave his convincing impression that one can have things in the 
GDR under control with determined steps in the direction of admission of free trade 
unions, free parties and, in a realistic perspective, free elections. The Catholic and 
Evangelical churches played a stabilizing role throughout.  

After the arrival of Cardinal Hengsbach, the Chancellor clarified anew that developments 
in the GDR would not change his policy. He wants the success of reforms in Poland and 
Hungary. They are significant for all of Europe—if they are not successful, there will be 
no rational developments in the GDR.  

He expressed his readiness to remain in contact with Walesa in case of a dramatic 
worsening [of the situation.]  

W thanked [the Chancellor] for the talk.  

Participants on the Polish side  



Prof. Geremek  

Participants on the German side  

AL 2  

RL 212 [note-taker]  

Frau Hamerlak-Hermesdorf (translator)  

Kaestner  

Translated by Catherine Nielsen, The National Security Archive, George Washington 
University  

[Source: Published in Dokumente zur Deutschland Politik; Deutsche Einheit: 
Sonderedition aus den Akten des Bundeskanzleramtes 1989/90, Hans Jürgen Kusters and 
Daniel Hofmann, eds. (Munich: Oldenbourg Verlag, 1998), document number 76, pp. 
492-496]  

(From Poland, 1986-1989: The End of the System, Miedzeszyn-Warsaw, Poland, 20-24 
October 1999)  
  

 



Verbal Message from Mikhail Gorbachev to Helmut Kohl 
 

10 November 1989 
 
 As you, of course, know, the GDR leadership made the decision to allow the 
citizens of East Germany unrestricted travel to West Berlin and the FRG. It is 
understandable, that this decision was not an easy one for the new leadership of the GDR. 
At the same time, the decision underlines the fact that deep and fundamental changes are 
taking place in East Germany. The leadership is acting in a concerted and dynamic 
manner in the interests of its people, and they are opening a dialog with various groups 
and levels of society. 
 Statements from the FRG made against this political and psychological 
background, designed to stimulate a denial of the existence of two German states and 
encourage emotional reactions, can have no other goal than destabilizing the situation in 
the GDR and subverting the ongoing processes of democratization and the renewal of all 
areas of society. 
 We have received notice that a meeting will take place today in West Berlin, in 
which official representatives of the FRG and West Berlin will participate. A meeting is 
planned in the capital of the GDR at the same time. 
 With the current situation of de facto open borders and huge numbers of people 
moving in both directions, a chaotic situation could easily develop that might have 
unforeseen consequences. 
 In light of the time pressure and the seriousness of the situation, I thought it 
necessary to ask you, in the spirit of openness and realism, to take the extremely pressing 
steps necessary to prevent a complication and destabilization of the situation. 
 
[Source: SAPMO–BA, DY 30/IV 2/2.039/319. Translated for CWIHP by Howard 
Sargeant.] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Verbal Message from Mikhail Gorbachev to Francois Mitterand, Margaret 
Thatcher and George Bush 
 
10 November 1989 
 
 In light of the rather extreme situation currently taking place in the GDR, its 
capital city, and in West Berlin, and in reference to what I consider the correct and 
forward-looking decision by the new East German leadership, I have just sent a verbal 
message to Chancellor Kohl. I consider it necessary to inform you of the contents of the 
message as well. 
 According to our information, a meeting is taking place today in West Berlin in 
which official representatives of the FRG and West Berlin will participate. A parallel 
meeting is planned in East Berlin. With the current situation of de facto open borders and 
huge numbers of people moving in both directions, a chaotic situation could easily 
develop that might have unforeseen consequences. 
 I have appealed to Chancellor Kohl to take the extremely pressing steps necessary 
to prevent a complication and destabilization of the situation. 
 Our ambassador in Berlin was instructed to contact the representatives of the 
governments of the three Allied powers in West Berlin. I hope that you will also contact 
your representatives so that the events do not take an undesirable turn. 
 In general, I would like to emphasize that deep and fundamental changes are 
currently taking place in East Germany. If statements are made in the FRG, however, that 
seek to generate emotional denials of the postwar realities, meaning the existence of two 
German states, the appearance of such political extremism cannot be viewed as anything 
other than attempts to destabilize the situation in the GDR and subvert the ongoing 
processes of democratization and the renewal of all areas of society. Looking forward, 
this would bring about not only the destabilization of the situation in Central Europe, but 
also in other parts of the world. 
 I would like to express my hope that you receive this news with understanding. 
 
[Source: SAPMO-BA, DY 30/IV 2/2.039/319. Translated for CWIHP by Howard 
Sargeant.]  













Excerpt from Anatoly Chernyaev’s Diary 
 
10 November 1989 
 
 The Berlin Wall has collapsed. This entire era in the history of the Socialist 
system is over. Following the [Polish United Socialist Party] PUWP and the [Hungarian 
Socialist Workers’ Party] HSWP Honecker has left. Today we received messages about 
the “retirement” of [Chinese Communist Party leader] Deng Xiaopeng and [Bulgarian 
leader Todor] Zhivkov. Only our “best friends” [Cuban leader Fidel] Castro, [Romanian 
leader Nicolae] Ceausescu, [and North Korean leader] Kim Il Sung are still around— 
people who hate our guts. 
 But the main thing is the GDR, the Berlin Wall. For it has to do not only with 
“socialism” but with the shift in the world balance of forces. This is the end of Yalta…of 
the Stalinist legacy and the “defeat of Hitlerite Germany.” 
 That is what Gorbachev has done. And he has indeed turned out to be a great 
leader. He has sensed the pace of history and helped history to find a natural channel. 
 
[Source: Notes of Anatoly Chernyaev, the Gorbachev Foundation Archive, f. 2, op. 2. 
Translated by Vladislav Zubok (National Security Archive).]  
 
 
 
 



Verbal Message from Mikhail Gorbachev to Francois Mitterand, Margaret 
Thatcher and George Bush 
 
10 November 1989 
 
 In light of the rather extreme situation currently taking place in the GDR, its 
capital city, and in West Berlin, and in reference to what I consider the correct and 
forward-looking decision by the new East German leadership, I have just sent a verbal 
message to Chancellor Kohl. I consider it necessary to inform you of the contents of the 
message as well. 
 According to our information, a meeting is taking place today in West Berlin in 
which official representatives of the FRG and West Berlin will participate. A parallel 
meeting is planned in East Berlin. With the current situation of de facto open borders and 
huge numbers of people moving in both directions, a chaotic situation could easily 
develop that might have unforeseen consequences. 
 I have appealed to Chancellor Kohl to take the extremely pressing steps necessary 
to prevent a complication and destabilization of the situation. 
 Our ambassador in Berlin was instructed to contact the representatives of the 
governments of the three Allied powers in West Berlin. I hope that you will also contact 
your representatives so that the events do not take an undesirable turn. 
 In general, I would like to emphasize that deep and fundamental changes are 
currently taking place in East Germany. If statements are made in the FRG, however, that 
seek to generate emotional denials of the postwar realities, meaning the existence of two 
German states, the appearance of such political extremism cannot be viewed as anything 
other than attempts to destabilize the situation in the GDR and subvert the ongoing 
processes of democratization and the renewal of all areas of society. Looking forward, 
this would bring about not only the destabilization of the situation in Central Europe, but 
also in other parts of the world. 
 I would like to express my hope that you receive this news with understanding. 
 
[Source: SAPMO-BA, DY 30/IV 2/2.039/319. Translated for CWIHP by Howard 
Sargeant.]  



9335

THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS H I N GTO N

MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Telephone Conversation with Helmut Kohl,
Chancellor - Federal Republic of Germany

PARTICIPANTS: The President
Chancellor Helmut Kohl
Notetaker: Robert M. Gates

DATE, TIME November 10, 1989, 3:29 - 3:47PM
AND PLACE: The Oval Office

Chancellor Kohl: The reforms in Poland are moving ahead. They
have a new government with fine people. They are too. idealistic
with too little professionalism. Many of their professionals
have spent the last couple of years in prison, not a place where
one can learn how to govern. They are committed to democracy and
market economics; we must help them. My request is as follows.
I just told Margaret Thatcher and will tell Mitterrand tomorrow
that we should give instructions to our representatives at the
IMF that the negotiations with Poland should be completed
speedily. These negotiations are not nice for the Poles but they
are aware of the need and they seek clarity and clear cut
conditions. We should help to get an agreement completed by the
end of November. So I ask you, help us. Go and do this in the
interest of the people. With respect to the rest of my trip to
Poland, I will tell you next week after I return. Do you have
any questions on Poland.

The President: I have no questions. I'll be interested to hear
from you next week. I'm very interested in the GDR.

Kohl: I've just arrived from Berlin. It is like witnessing an
enormous fair. It has the atmosphere of a festival. The
frontiers are absolutely open. At certain points they are
literally taking down the wall and building new checkpoints. At
Checkpoint Charlie, thousands of people are crossing both ways.
There are many young people who are coming over for a visit and
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enjoying our open way of life. I expect they will go home
tonight. I would cautiously tell you that it appears that the
opening has not led to a dramatic increase in the movement of
refugees. It may be with the frontier open, people will simply
go back and forth, looking, visiting and going home. This will
work only if the GDR really reforms and I have my doubts. Krenz
will carry out reforms but I think there are limits. One of
those limits seems to be one party rule, and this simply will not
work. Certainly, in particular, it will not work without
pluralism, free trade unions and so forth. I could imagine that
this will continue for a few weeks — that for a few weeks people
will wait to see if the reforms come and if there is no light at
the end of the tunnel they will run away from the GDR in great
numbers. This would be a catastrophe for economic development;
good people are leaving. The figures this year — 230,000 have
come. Their average age has been between 25 and 30. This is a
catastrophe for the GDR. They are doctors, lawyers, specialists
who cannot be replaced. They can earn more here. This is a
dramatic thing; an historic hour. Let me repeat. There were two
major manifestations (political gatherings) in Berlin. One was
in front of the Berlin Town Hall where there were a lot of left
wing rowdies, these are the pictures that will be shown on TV
around the world. The second was at the Kurfurstendamm organized
by our political friends. It was at about 6:30PM and the
estimates are that there were 120,000 - 200,000 people. The
overall spirit was optimistic and friendly. When I thanked the
Americans for their role in all of this, there was much applause.
Without the US this day would not have been possible. Tell your
people that. The GDR people in the protests and demonstrations
have been sincere, not aggressive. This makes it very
impressive. There have been no conflicts, even though in East
Berlin, Leipzig and Dresden hundreds of thousands have been in
the streets. I hope they will continue to be calm and peaceful.
This is my short report.

The President: First, let me say how great is our respect for
the way the FRG has handled all of this. Second, my meeting with
Gorbachev in early December has become even more important. I
want to be sure you and I spend enough time on the telephone so I
have the full benefit of your thinking before I meet with him.

Kohl: We should do that. It's important.

The President: I will call Brady today or tomorrow to tell him
of your suggestion for a rapid completion of the IMF agreement on
Poland. Fourth, I want to see our people continue to avoid
especially hot rhetoric that might by mistake cause a problem.

Kohl: That's very good of you.



CONFIDENTIAL 3

The President: Fifth, I want to tell the US press of our talk,
that you gave me a thorough briefing, that you did publicly
acknowledge the role of the US, and that you and I agreed to talk
later next week.

Kohl; Excellent.

The President: Take care, good luck. I'm proud of the way
you're handling an extraordinarily difficult problem.

Kohl: Thank you. Give my best to Barbara.

The President: I'm in Dallas. Same to Hanalore.

Kohl: Thank you and kind regards. Tell her to save her money
that I intend to send sausages for Christmas.







Information about the Content of a Telephone Conversation between Mikhail 
Gorbachev and Helmut Kohl 
 
11 November 1989 
 
 The conversation took place on 11 November on the Chancellor’s initiative. 
 The Chancellor said he wanted to respond to the verbal message from Mikhail 
Gorbachev, which he had received at the beginning of the meeting in West Berlin the 
previous day. 
 Helmut Kohl stated that the FRG welcomed the beginning of reforms in the GDR 
and hoped that they could be carried out in a calm atmosphere. He said: “I reject any 
radicalization and do not wish to see any destabilization of the situation in the GDR.” 
 The Chancellor admitted that the majority of East German citizens that had 
crossed the borders to the FRG in the last few days did not want to stay in West Germany 
forever. He also assured him [Gorbachev] that the leadership of the FRG did not seek this 
either. Kohl said a mass resettlement to the FRG would be an absurd development. “We 
want the Germans to build their futures in their current homes.” Kohl informed him 
[Gorbachev] that he was preparing for a meeting with Krenz at the end of November. In 
this context he mentioned that, given the current conditions in East Germany, the new 
GDR leadership should work dynamically to implement the reforms. 
 Mikhail Gorbachev emphasized that the current profound changes in the world 
would take different forms and occur within varying shape and intensities in different 
countries. It was necessary for all sides to maintain stability and to take a balanced 
approach. 
  [Gorbachev:] Overall, the basis for mutual understanding was improving. We 
were growing closer, which was very important. 
 As far as the GDR is concerned, the current leadership has a far-reaching 
program. All those questions, though, have to be worked through carefully, which 
required time. 
 I understand that all Europeans, and not only they, are following the events in the 
GDR. This is a very important point in world politics. But it is also a fact that the FRG 
and the Soviet Union, for historical reasons as well as due to the character of their current 
relationship, also have a greater interest in this development. 
 Naturally, every change is accompanied by a certain degree of instability. When I 
speak of maintaining stability, I mean that all sides should think through their actions 
very carefully. 
 I believe, Mr. Chancellor, that we are currently experiencing a historic change to 
different relationships and a different world. We should not allow careless actions to 
damage this change. Under no circumstances should the developments be forced in an 
unpredictable direction, which could lead to chaos. That would not be desirable under 
any circumstances. 
 Therefore I take very seriously what you told me during our conversation. I hope 
that you will use your authority, your political weight and your influence to keep others 
within the boundaries required to meet the demands of the time. 
 Kohl agreed with Gorbachev’s statements. According to him, the FRG 
government had discussed this question in this spirit. 



 The Chancellor emphasized his interest in maintaining contact, including with 
regard to the situation in the GDR. 
 
[Source: SAPMO-BA, DY 30/IV 2/2.039/319, pp. 12-19. Translated for CWIHP by 
Howard Sargeant]  
 













Transcript of the Plenum Session of the Central Committee of the Bulgarian 
Communist Party, 
 
16 November 1989 
 
INFORMATION 
about the Plenum of the Central Committee of the Bulgarian Communist Party [CC of the 
BCP], held on 16 November 1989 [...] 
 
[...] The Secretary General of the CC of the BCP, Petar Mladenov, was given the floor: 
 
 
  “The Politburo of the CC of the BCP proposes that the Plenum discuss certain 
changes in the membership of the Central Committee of the Party, the State Council, and 
the Council of Ministers of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria.  
 Regarding the Central Committee of the Party:  
 1. The following comrades are to be dismissed from their positions as members of 
the Politburo and the Secretariat of the Central Committee of the Party, and to be 
removed from the membership of the Central Committee: Milko Balev,16 Grisha 
Philipov, Dimitar Stoyanov.17 They are to be retired with a pension.  
 Comrades Milko Balev and Grisha Philipov [are to be dismissed] because they 
lack the necessary qualities and they undermine the prestige of the Party and its 
leadership with their behavior and actions. Strong negative attitudes have accumulated 
against them in society.  
 As Secretary of the CC of the BCP responsible for organizational issues and 
managing the work of the Secretariat of the Central Committee and that of the Council 
for Coordinating the Activities in Connection with the Situation in the Country, comrade 
Dimitar Stoyanov made glaring blunders, which contributed to increased tensions in the 
country.  
 2. Petko Danchev 18 is to be dismissed as a candidate-member of the Politburo 
and removed from the membership of the Central Committee of the Party.  
 Cde. Danchev lacks the necessary political and moral qualities. Ever since he was 
appointed to office in the Council of Ministers, he has failed to handle even a single 
serious problem.  
 3. Cde. Stoyan Ovcharov 19 is to be dismissed as a candidate-member of the 
Politburo of the Central Committee of the Party.  
 Resentment has developed against Cde. Ovcharov among the public and among 
economic managers due to the fact that he did not manage to master the work entrusted to 
him.  
 4. Cdes. Vassil Tzanev and Hristo Hristov 20 are to be dismissed as Secretaries of 
the Central Committee of the Party and to be retired with a pension.  
 5. Vladimir Zhivkov,21 Nikola Stefanov,22 and Hristo Maleev 23 are to be 
expeditiously removed from the membership of the CC of the BCP.  
 6. The Plenum of the Central Committee is to revoke its resolutions of July and 
December 1988 to remove from the membership of the Central Committee of the Party 



comrades Stoyan Mihaylov and Svetlin Rusev, and to reinstate them as members of the 
CC of the BCP.  
 7. The following candidate-members are to be promoted to full membership of the 
CC of the BCP: Vassil Nedev—chief director of the firm “Metalokeramika”—Sofia; 
Georgi Pirinski—Deputy-Minister of Foreign Trade; Gospodin Yordanov— brigade 
leader of the electricians’ brigade at the Nuclear Power Plant—Kozloduy; Dichka 
Slavova— chairwoman of the agricultural collective in the village of Nicolaevka, Varna 
region; Rumen Serbezov—chief advisor to the Council of Ministers.  
 8. Comrade Nacho Papazov 26 is to be promoted to member of the Central 
Committee of the Party. He is presently chairman of the Party’s Central Control 
Commission.  
 9. The following comrades are to be elected as members of the Politburo and 
Secretaries of the Central Committee of the Party: Andrei Lukanov—candidate-member 
of the Politburo of the CC of the BCP, and Nacho Papazov—chairman of the Central 
Control Commission of the BCP.  
 10. The following comrades are to be elected as members of the Politburo of the 
Central Committee: Panteley Pachov—first secretary of the Regional Committee of the 
BCP in Plovdiv, and Mincho Yovchev—first secretary of the Regional Committee of the 
Party in Haskovo.  
 11. Comrade Jordan Jotov 27 —member of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the Party, is to be dismissed from his position as Secretary of the Central 
Committee.  
 12. The following comrades are to be elected as candidate-members of the 
Politburo of the Central Committee: Dimitar Stanishev 28 —Secretary of the Central 
Committee, and Ivan Stanev—brigade leader of an assembly brigade in the construction 
department at Kremikovtzi.  
 13. Comrade Prodan Stoyanov—director of the Personnel Department of the 
Central Committee of the BCP is to be elected as Secretary of the Central Committee 
  
Regarding certain changes in the State Council 
 The following changes in the State Council and the leadership of the permanent 
committees of the People’s Assembly are to be proposed:  
 1. Comrade Yaroslav Radev 29 is to be dismissed as deputy chairman of the State 
Council, as chairman of the Council on Legislation, and as chairman of the Legislative 
Commission of the People’s Assembly.  
 I would like to tell you, comrades, that we do not have any particular objections 
against comrade Radev personally. He has worked in this office for 18 years. It is deemed 
that a certain renewal should occur in the State Council and that there should be some 
rejuvenation.  
 2. Comrades Grisha Philipov, Dimitar Stoyanov, Milko Balev, and Andrey 
Bundgulov 30 are to be dismissed as members of the State Council.  
 3. The following comrades are to be removed from the leadership of the 
permanent commissions of the People’s Assembly: Grisha Philipov—chairman of the 
Commission on Socio-Economic Development; Milko Balev—chairman of the 
Commission on Foreign Policy; Emil Hristov 31 —chairman of the Commission on 



Social Policy; Vassil Tzanov 32 —deputy-chairman of the Commission on Preservation 
and Restoration of the Environment.  
 4. Comrade Todor Zhivkov is to be dismissed from his position as chairman of 
the Commission for Preparing a Draft Proposal for Changing the Constitution of the 
People’s Republic of Bulgaria.  
 5. Comrades Andrey Lukanov and Nacho Papazov 33 are to be elected members 
of the State Council. 
 
These are the proposals. [...]. 
 
 I would also like to tell you, Comrades, in connection with these proposals, that I 
was handed the following letter from Cde. Milko Balev yesterday evening. I would like 
to familiarize you with it. 
 
“To Cde. Petar Mladenov—Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Party 
 
Esteemed Comrade Mladenov,  
 Through you, I direct a request to the Politburo to propose at the upcoming 
Plenum of the Central Committee of the Party that I be relieved from my position as 
member of the Politburo and Secretary of the Central Committee of the BCP.  
 After the session of the Politburo and the November Plenum, I made a serious 
self-critical analysis of my work and of my personal responsibility for the present 
situation of the Party and the country. I hope you do not have doubts that I have worked 
honestly for the cause of the Party.  
 I ask you to believe me that I accept the November Plenum resolutions with deep 
awareness, and that I will do everything within my abilities for the realization of the new 
course of the party. This is my deep communist conviction. 
 
With respect—Milko Balev 
14 November 1989" 
  
 Because this is a resignation request, the Politburo familiarized itself with it and 
deemed it advisable that [the request] be reported at the Plenum. Simultaneously with 
this, the Politburo insists on its proposals, which were just reported [...]  
 Then, comrade Pencho Kubadinski 34 proposed on behalf of the Politburo to the 
session of the People’s Assembly, which took place in November this year, to nominate 
Cde. Petar Mladenov as Chairman of the State Council of the People’s Republic of 
Bulgaria. He pointed out that the combination of the two positions is extremely necessary 
at the present moment. It will allow better coordination in the activities of the Central 
Committee and that of the State Council during the period of reconstruction and in 
preparations for the Fourteenth Congress of the BCP. [...]  
 Then the speeches started. Comrade Nicolay Zhishev 35 took the floor first. [...].  
 The main conclusion that could be reached, said cde. Zhishev, is that during the 
last few decades there has not been such an outstanding political event to have excited 
communists and all classes of the population so deeply and spontaneously. Life 
convincingly proves that all-round analysis and objective assessment of the situation as 



well as correct conclusions for the future work and active practical actions regarding 
reconstruction of the work of the party, state, economic, and public organs and organiza-
tions are necessary. [...]  
 After him spoke Cde. Hristo Hristov who supported the proposals for cadre 
changes and pointed out that the November Plenum held earlier this month, its 
resolutions, as well as comrade Petar Mladenov’s speech, were received by the Party and 
the people as the long-awaited word of the BCP. The results of the Plenum found over-
whelming approval, support, and a readiness for an upsurge, for a truly revolutionary 
revival of the fatherland. [...]  
 The cadre turnover in the Council of Ministers since 1987 turned out to be 
unsuccessful, continued comrade Hristov. Intrigues and struggles for political supremacy 
occurred. Attempts were made to create authority and social prestige through bombastic 
phraseologies and promises. The last two years were a hard period for the work of the 
Council of Ministers. Comrade [Georgi] Atanasov made tremendous efforts to achieve 
the [desired] results but it was very difficult for him when his deputies informed him after 
their visits to the building of the CC of the BCP that the decisions had already been made. 
It was obvious that everything was pointing against the authority of the head of the 
government.[...]  
 I listened to the proposals and I cannot believe, said Slavcho Transky,36 who took 
the floor later, that such significant changes can be made during such a short period of 
time. And I keep wondering about the degree of deformation in the previous bureaucratic 
course. I also wonder about certain people who remained in the Politburo for 15, 20, or 
more years, and who could not find the moral strength to leave with dignity, but had to be 
dismissed in such a disgraceful way now.  
 He supported the proposals put forward, and noted that there were few people 
with economic specialization in the Politburo and recommended that more economists be 
included in the future.  
 Later on, cde. Transky emphasized that the people received with satisfaction 
Todor Zhivkov’s dismissal and Petar Mladenov’s election, and stated that the change was 
imperative, because socialism in our country was in crisis.  
 Then he pointed out that with the beginning of reconstruction in our country a 
new socialist model has begun to be discussed. He noted that while we [the partisans] 
were struggling for freedom and independence, we had no idea or awareness that 
socialism could have various models and could assume whatever one we desired. He 
called for modesty in our choice of concepts, such as accelerated development, mature 
socialism, realistic socialism and the statement that we had built two Bulgarias [made 
originally by Todor Zhivkov]. Afterwards he drew the conclusion that we needed to 
break away from voluntarism and conformism as soon as possible [...]  
 The speaker made the following suggestions:  
 1. We should think objectively and calmly once more about the next Congress—
should we hold it in 1990, or should we postpone it until 1991 taking into account the 
impoverished market, the discouraging report of the [Central Statistical Agency] for the 
first nine months of this year, the state of the economy, and the particularly bad labor 
discipline[?]  



 2. The persecution of people who are not enemies of the state, but just think 
differently than we, should be terminated. Now that we have taken up a responsible 
mission, we especially need different opinions and pluralism.  
 3. We should determine if Politburo members, with the exception of the Secretary 
General and the head of state, if the two positions are to be separated, need personal 
guards. Perhaps we need to reduce the number of militia officers who guard [industrial] 
objects and replace them with civil guards; the regular militia should concentrate on 
maintaining domestic order and controlling the highways in order to decrease the number 
of car accidents. [...] 
 
 Later, cde. Nacho Papasov took the floor. [...]  
  
 While cadre issues are being raised now, [he said] I would like to make several 
comments on them. It is not a secret that there was a crude violation of the collec-tive 
style and method of management in our govern-ment, that there was a lack of principles 
in our cadre policy, as well as an instability in the structures, which cde. Slavcho Transky 
just discussed. And I would say that in Bulgaria a “nonstop reorganization” syndrome 
was created, a syndrome that made us the laughing-stock not only in this country but also 
abroad. The prestige of the government has gone downhill, most of all that of Todor 
Zhivkov. During the past 10 to 15 years comrade Zhivkov praised himself through 
incessant rambling memoranda, reports, commentaries, speeches and so on, all full of 
pseudo-scientific phrases, but poor in terms of content. [...]  
 Now, stated cde. Papasov further, we are reaping the fruits of a policy that led 
Bulgaria into a degree of isolation that the country had not experienced before. [...]  
 The floor was given to cde. Niko Yahiel.37  
 Having emphasized the crucial importance of this period for the Party and the 
people, and expressed his genuine joy about the onset of changes, he stated: I will not 
conceal that after long and joyless self-critical reflections on the decades spent mostly in 
cde. Todor Zhivkov’s cabinet, I decided I ought to speak out not only to express my 
fervent support for a course which I person-ally deem only as life-saving and decent, but 
also to share my thoughts about things which in my opinion could restrict or threaten this 
course [of action].  
 The first steps taken after 10 November are decisive and strongly promising. They 
have already ensured the Party its first credit of confidence. However, public opinion is 
extremely strained and sensitive, more than I can remember since the [Stalin] era of the 
cult of the personal-ity. [...]  
 Comrade Yahiel stressed that it was only natural for a number of things to occur 
in this new situation that would surprise and even startle us with their unusual 
obviousness. Pessimists, anti- and pseudo-restructurers, demagogues, and self-made 
innovators would emerge or simply people who would try to take advantage of the 
situation to make personal profit. Such occurrences will certainly create problems, not 
necessarily easy ones. However, all of this is inevitable in the course of a powerful 
democratic process and should not discourage and confuse us, or encourage us to take 
rash actions. We should protect this new course of development particularly strenuously 
from the leprosy of political demagogy. The drastic difference between promises and 



actions, typical of the style of the former Secretary General of the Central Committee, has 
already once before robbed us of the people’s trust.  
 Later comrade Yahiel said that public opinion in the country is presently united 
on the issue of the economy’s dire situation.  
 The key question now is overcoming the constantly rising market deficit. He 
suggested that the measures for change be determined not by a narrow circle of people, 
traditionally working in anonymity, but be worked out by parallel and competing teams 
of widely recruited scientists and specialists, who will offer alternative opinions on ways 
out of the crisis and on the economic future of the country. No more Instances of gross 
interference should no longer be permitted in the work of the Council of Ministers.  
 Everything indicates, continued comrade Yahiel, that in the upcoming months and 
years life will neither be simple nor easy for Bulgarians. This requires open and honest 
communication [between the people and their government]. We should at last start 
considering the study of the public as a guide to a more sensible and effective political 
and state governance.  
 In connection with this, the establishment of new relations between the Party and 
the mass media is highly imperative. We should cease patronizing and constantly 
instructing professionally and politically literate people on how to do their job. Humanity 
has not yet invented a more massive and effective means of dialogue between the people 
and its leaders [than the mass media]. The mass media is not just a tribune, but a daily 
People’s Assembly which debates real life, reflects and, simultaneously, shapes public 
opinion. This is why we should treat it as a re-spected partner. [...]  
 Next to speak out was comrade Georgi Milushev 38 who said he had taken the 
floor because he had held the position of director of the Department of Safety and 
Defense (DSD), as a result of the Party’s decision, for three years and one month. It was 
specific work, [he said,] in a department with clearly defined activities. This was a period 
of great suspicion and immense lack of trust. Only one person was trusted there who also 
played a part in resolving a number of cadre issues.  
 I believe, said cde. Milushev, that the Department of Safety and Defense [DSD] 
should take into consideration the decisions of the Politburo and the Secretary General, 
but it is actually a sub-department of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. The one-person 
management of such a significant and specialized sub-department should be avoided.  
 In response to a question from the audience to provide the name of the person 
who was trusted at the DSD, cde. G. Milushev replied that the person’s name is Ani 
Mladenova. She is registered in the DSD as an officer, a major, and holds the position of 
chief inspector and senior medical nurse, with an impressive number of [special] 
privileges.  
 We have put forward, said cde. Milushev, various motions, taking into 
consideration the specific character of the administration’s work in the spirit of 
reconstruction, democratization, and glasnost. This is a department which is directly 
relevant to our high-level political and state management, and every action or inaction on 
our part has repercussions because the DSD is a living organism with clearly defined 
political functions.  
 At the second session at 3 p.m., the first to speak was Vassil Mrachkov 39 who 
expressed support for the proposed cadre changes in the Politburo, and classified them 



not so much as cadre changes, because we have experienced many such changes before, 
but as the first real step towards changing the work and policy of society’s governance.  
 As a party member, a citizen, and a professional, stated cde. Mrachkov, I am 
concerned with the problems of our legislation in the conditions of reconstruction. 
Shortly after the July Plenum, a new political directive was developed by the Central 
Committee, concerning the decrees adopted by the People’s Assembly. Two such 
examples are the decree for the self-government of municipalities and one for committing 
socialist property to the care of labor collectives. These decrees replace the Constitution 
and various other laws, and act as a “mini Constitution.” The decrees were also 
announced at the eighth session of the Ninth People’s Assembly on 28 July 1988. 
Politburo members and Secretaries of the Central Committee of the Party repeated these 
decrees at crowded gatherings of the party and state activists. These decrees did 
considerable damage to the rule of law in the country, created confusion among the 
cadres, and restricted the activities of the law-enforcing institutions because they were 
dictated “from above.” This led to legalistic nihilism and voluntarism manifested in the 
contemptuous attitude toward the laws and toward the supremacy of the People’s 
Assembly that adopts them.  
 My second comment, continued Cde. Mrachkov, concerns some crude legal 
violations as well as the trampling on the morality and human virtues in whose name the 
Party came to power. We have ceased appreciating them. People’s waning confidence in 
us results from immoral displays and from certain leaders taking advantage of their 
official state and party positions to enrich themselves. Last but not least, [people’s 
waning confidence] comes from our attitude toward the people with whom we work and 
govern. It seems to me that all of us gathered in this hall stand in need of exercising 
greater morality in our exercise of power, and more glasnost in our professional and 
public work. And I would also add that we need more glasnost in our behavior as 
citizens.  
 Cde. Mrachkov’s final comment referred to the current social situation, to the 
accumulated dissatisfaction and tensions, to the pluralism in opinions and the necessity of 
greater freedom and legal guarantees for ensuring the right to citizens’ assembly.  
 In his statement, comrade Pavel Matev pointed out that the time for naming things 
by their real names had come, because we had had enough deformations and had lost our 
credibility before the people. Social tensions had built up and the main responsibility lay 
with the person who spoke against the monopolization of power the most, but hurt the 
feelings of numerous people, including many artists. He did not care about the gifted 
people of Bulgaria. He engaged in writing books perhaps as a way of having a rest so that 
nobody could deny his efficiency, said cde. Matev. He was writing on all possible topics, 
about all sciences and all the arts, including literature. [...]  
 Comrade Konstantin Atanasov stated in his speech that despite the considerable 
tensions in various social sectors, efficiency had always been low, so low as to fall below 
zero. The only reason behind this is the anti-party and vicious style of party rule which 
was quickly transformed from collective, into ostensibly collective and finally became 
solely totalitarian during the past few decades.  
 Under the initiative of cde. Zhivkov’s personal retinue, everything possible was 
tried to promote all of his family members, relatives and friends to the highest-level 



positions, said comrade Atanasov. Of course, not all of them lacked abilities, but having 
found themselves in such a [favorable] position, they were quickly corrupted.  
 Ljudmila [Zhivkova] was not only promoted to the Politburo, but her exaltation 
began during her second year [in the Politburo]. It was hinted in various forms that she 
should succeed her father as head of the Party. True, Ljudmila had certain leadership 
qualities and contributed considerably to the popularization of our culture abroad, 
nevertheless, her talents were rather modest [for the exalted position of head of the 
Party]. She had not matured ideologically, or, to put it more precisely, she was confused 
and lacked the necessary experience.  
 Especially striking is the case of Vladimir [Zhivkov’s] promotion as a member of 
the Central Committee. At the most inappropriate time [he was promoted as] director of 
the Department of “Culture” at the Central Committee with the prospect of becoming a 
member of the Politburo. All those acquainted with him could say with a clear con-
science that he lacks both the experience and qualities required for party work, let alone 
the question of his educational degrees which are undisputably subject to re-evaluation.  
 We all know that Milko Balev lay at the bottom of all these initiatives. Evidently, 
he had numerous helpers; however, he best knows who they are.  
 Comrade Balev published a book on Ljudmila in which he infused so many 
inaccurate appraisals and exaltations that if Ljudmila had been alive to read it, she would 
have felt embarrassed.  
 Comrade Balev went to an extraordinary amount of trouble to present a number of 
party documents and reports as Todor Zhivkov’s personal work. Why was this all 
necessary? [...] He did not accidentally remain indispensable for over 30 years nor was he 
accidentally promoted to become a member of the Politburo. After comrade Lilov was 
dismissed, [Balev] did not lack in ambitions to even become a Deputy Secretary General.  
 If we should discuss cde. Balev’s performance as a leader, cde. Atanasov 
proceeded after citing several examples, it could be said that his principal obligation 
consisted of strengthening Todor Zhivkov’s position by all means possible. In his direct 
work he pretended to work and in effect blocked the work of the International 
Department. The commission he ran has not put forward a single substantial motion 
before the Politburo.  
  [I would like to introduce] a case to illustrate how far he had gone in his 
initiatives to strengthen Todor Zhivkov’s position. Perhaps only few know that secret 
negotiations were conducted even with kings to make Todor Zhivkov a laureate of the 
Nobel Peace Prize. This was really a shameful conspiracy that took place in Europe.  
 Milko Balev was the sole Politburo member whom the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union did not invite nor receive.  
 In order to create a truly calm atmosphere within the party, comrade Atanasov 
pointed out that it is imperative that [we] dispel the psychosis that spying devices have 
been installed in the offices of all party and state leaders. [The use of such devices] not 
only paralyzes the cadres’ abilities, but also places the MIA [Ministry of Internal Affairs] 
above the Party and inevitably leads to legal deformations and to totalitarian methods of 
government.  
 To decisively overcome this [paralyzing] atmosphere, I suggest that the Plenum 
charge the Politburo to assign members of the Central Committee to a commission. [The 
latter] should conduct an inspection in the Ministry of Internal Affairs, in certain 



subdepartments and units which may eventually need to be disbanded. This does not 
mean that the loyalty and dedication of the MIA cadres will be questioned, but that the 
above-stated units and methods of work should be re-evaluated. [...]  
 Comrade Krastju Trichkov said that he was taking the floor in order to express his 
approval of the recently undertaken measures, and to support the motion for cadre 
changes.  
 We were too slow in dismissing some comrades, he said. I mean first of all the 
dismissal of Grisha Philipov and Milko Balev as well as the removal of Vladimir 
Zhivkov and Petko Danchev. We should not allow any more instances of promotion on 
the basis of kinship in our party. Those who signed such resolutions in the past also bear 
responsibility.  
 At last year’s meeting with students, Todor Zhivkov stated: [“] The Ministry of 
Economics and Planning suggests a 12 % increase in the commodity funds. [“] (While, in 
truth, we had discussed this option in the People’s Assembly and found it unfeasible.) [“] 
We, [“] Zhivkov said, [“] decided in the Politburo to increase them by 20 %.[“] Let Todor 
Zhivkov come forward now and explain the meaning of the word “illusion”! Where is 
this 20 % increase in commodity funds? Irresponsible job! Irresponsible. I worked for 
five years as his first Deputy in the State Council. He had one saying. When we advised 
him against various decisions, he used to say: [“] Only God is above us. Whatever course 
we decide to take, it is correct.[“] He had gone that far.  
 I read, continued cde. Trichkov, the transcripts of comrade Mladenov’s meeting 
with representatives of the intelligentsia, and here also several comrades posed the 
question about the Bulgarians connected with Islam. We hear voices demanding a 
reversal, even the recognition of a Turkish minority and the restoration of [Muslim] 
names. These are serious questions and we no longer have the right to resolve such an 
issue according to political motives and considerations. We have erred enough. The 
government forced many of us to register as Macedonians according to similar political 
considerations on the Macedonian question. Even today certain individuals are pressuring 
us to betray history. There are no minorities in Bulgaria. We made a mistake, but it was a 
mistake in our approach—we violated the principle of pursuing cooperation in our work 
with them [the Muslims], the political approach.  
 I believe it only fair, cde. Trichkov stated in conclusion, that each of us should 
perceive his or her own guilt for the fact that during the period of 35 years we tolerated as 
head of the party and the state a person who managed to manifest himself as a cult and to 
monopolize power for himself. We should not run away from our guilt. We are 
responsible people. Each of us is responsible for alienating the people from the party. 
Everyone should make a self-evaluation in order to purge himself, and understand his 
own responsibility for the present situation. [...] Otherwise, we will be mistaken if we 
consider that one person is solely responsible for everything. We are all guilty and 
everyone should see his or her own guilt. Of course, some are guilty to a much greater 
degree [...]  
 Next to take the floor was comrade Andrey Lukanov who stated that he did not 
intend to make a speech because he had already participated in the Politburo session and 
fully supported the proposals presented. He only wanted to share several thoughts in 
connection with comrade Dimitar Stoyanov’s speech (not from a personal perspective). 
He expressed his enthusiasm for what was happening at the Plenum. [He was also glad] 



that the roots connecting us to the most glorious moments of the Bulgarian Communist 
Party’s historic course were not destroyed. I am satisfied, said comrade Lukanov, with 
[Stoyanov’s] self-critical spirit, with his declaration of loyalty to the Party cause, loyalty 
that I do not doubt because of his rapidly evolving position. Nevertheless, this speech 
requires a commentary. It is not that I want to put comrade Stoyanov in a more 
distressing situation, I would certainly not wish anyone to feel the way he is feeling now. 
In my opinion, the main problem here is that despite his self-criticism, comrade Stoyanov 
failed to comprehend the major issue in question—that, voluntarily or not, he became the 
voice and vehicle of a failed administrative system, of a historically rejected style of 
political governance. Under his direct leadership and with his active participation, the 
merger of the staff of the CC of the BCP with certain specialized structures in the 
National Security Services rapidly approached realization. This symbiosis, rarely seen in 
the practice of the fraternal communist parties for several decades, was pursued to 
guarantee the affirmation and perpetuation of the regime.” [...]  
 After 28 people had spoken, comrade Peter Mladenov suggested that the word be 
given to comrade Yotov, comrade Todorov, and comrade Philipov, as all of them had 
expressed a desire to speak. [He also] suggested that the rest of the people who wanted to 
speak take the floor at the upcoming December Plenum.  
 Comrade Jordan Jotov said that he wanted to clarify some issues but not because 
of a desire to be acquitted or have his responsibility and guilt reduced:  
 First, regarding the article against cde. Stoyan Mihaylov: I have not taken part in 
initiating this article nor in developing it, he said. It was worked out in another cabinet 
and you can guess yourself to which cabinet I am referring.  
 Second, regarding cde. Vladimir Zhivkov’s promotion: I bear responsibility and, 
naturally, guilt in this case. What actually happened? For a year or so, the Ministry of 
Culture, Science and Education had a Minister, but it was not a Ministry in practice. As 
agreed upon between the two of us, comrade Georgy Yordanov had drawn up several 
proposals and projects for developing such a Ministry, and suggested different structures, 
and so forth. All were rejected. Why? I could not comprehend. The Department of 
Ideological Policy [of the CC of the BCP], which was previously managed by cde. 
Stoyan Mihailov, remained at a standstill for a year.  
 During this period, conversations with me were conducted on different occasions, 
but one question was always present: how do you, comrade Jotov, see my son’s situation? 
I said once during the first or second such conversation: “Comrade Vladimir Zhivkov has 
one major disadvantage—that he is your son and therefore his promotion.... [would seem 
inappropriate].” But the conversations continued and eventually I yielded. When I 
proposed him [for promotion], I must admit that in the subsequent procedures the idea of 
splitting the Department of Ideological Policy was conceived. When I recommended 
comrade Vladimir Zhivkov as director of this department in the Politburo, comrade Dobri 
Dgurov objected categorically. Because comrade Zhivkov was absent from the 
conference room at that moment, [Dgurov] asked me to relate his objections to the 
proposal. I did so but, as you all saw, they were not heeded.  
 I would also like to say two words on the question of the informal groups. In our 
work in this respect, we committed many mistakes. We reacted to individual cases, but 
did not make the effort to analyze or study the entire phenomenon. We used to reduce 
everything to a common denominator. This was our [major] mistake. [...]  



 What is the way out of the situation? The way out is through a change in the 
present system. The system could give birth not only to one, but to two, three, five, or 
even a hundred Todor Zhivkovs. The only way out is to reform the system.  
 Comrade Grisha Philipov turned down the offer to take the floor.  
 Comrade Stanko Todorov announced that he was taking the floor in connection 
with the proposal for him to be included in the membership of the Politburo. This 
proposal was put forward by Ivan Pramov 40 , Kalajdgiev, and Radoslav Radev. After he 
thanked them for appreciating his work, he asked them to withdraw their proposal.  
 The story with my resignation in July of last year is well-known, he said. There is 
no point in delving into it once again. Then, as you know, I posed the request to be 
relieved from my post in the People’s Assembly. After the [July] plenum, I asked the 
chairman of our Party’s Parliamentary Commission—comrade [Pencho] Kubadinski 41 
—to approach the Secretary General [with this question] and to choose with him a 
candidate for the chairperson’s position in the People’s Assembly and to propose him or 
her for nomination at the next session. Kubadinski went to the Secretary General, came 
back and told me: “The Secretary General does not agree to accept your resignation. We 
both want to recommend that you stop creating problems for the Party by trying to resign 
from the People’s Assembly. You have to remain at work there.” I said: “If I am creating 
problems for the Party [by wanting to resign], then I will endure.” After this [episode], 
however, things remained unchanged at the People’s Assembly: the Politburo and the 
State Council continued to completely ignore and deprive the People’s Assembly of 
authority. Apparently, all comrades have felt this, as indicated from the speeches on this 
question made by many comrades here.  
 I was compelled to write a letter to the Politburo on 14 December of this year, in 
which I raised the question that the violations of the Constitution should be ended and the 
authority of the highest organ should be restored as it has lost prestige in the eyes of our 
society. The legislative work is not up to the level required to carry out the July Plan and 
neither is the control work. In fact, presently there is no legislative work because the 
country is governed lately by decrees. As to the control activities, the head of the 
government has not accounted for his work for eight consecutive years, although the 
People’s Assem-bly annually includes in its agenda a provision for such a report. At the 
Secretary General’s order, and of course with the cooperation of the head of the 
government, this report invariably came to be meaningless.  
 In addition, two years have already passed since the Commission on Changes in 
the Constitution was ap-pointed. The chairman of this commission, Todor Zhivkov, failed 
to find time to gather the commission and begin work on a draft proposal for changing 
the Constitution.  
 What was the reaction to my letter? I remember that I was called on 14 September 
by comrades Dimitar Stoyanov and Pencho Kubadinski who informed me that the 
Politburo had discussed my letter. [The Politburo had] rejected my critical comments on 
the grounds that things were not this way, that the People’s Assembly was developing 
well, that the parliamentary commissions were working well, and so on. I stated before 
the two comrades that I had nothing to change in what I had already written in my letter. 
With this, the question was closed.  
 I believe, Cde. Todorov finished his speech, there is no need for me to be included 
in the Politburo. If the comrades from the Central Committee feel that I can remain 



chairman of the People’s Assembly until the end of this mandate, I will continue to 
perform this duty without being a member of the Politburo. In a month’s time I am 
turning 69 and beginning my 70 th year. The prospect to develop further is nonexistent 
for me. It is only appropriate that we give the new Secretary General the opportunity to 
select young and promising cadres for the Politburo.  
 I was rather hoping that the example of my resignation would be followed by 
some of my colleagues, but, unfortunately, my hopes were not realized.  
 Comrade Petar Mladenov said in conclusion:  
  “Comrades, I suggest that we draw the speeches to a close. I am well aware that 
the things I will say here should be brief and, therefore, they would not be considered as a 
concluding speech to the discussion that took place. I want to touch on only a few 
proposals.  
 In my opinion, this Plenum proved to be a natural continuation of the memorable 
10 November Plenum. Moreover, I think we need to acknowledge that it turned out to be 
something of a purgatory, a purgatory for all of us. Earlier I shared this opinion with 
others in the corridor and cde. Elena Lagadinova understood it correctly. I call it a 
purgatory for the Party, a purgatory for the Plenum of the Central Committee of the 
Party, because many things were said and many bitter truths were revealed here.  
 Was there another way? No, because such a Plenum would not have happened or 
it would not have followed the spirit of the resolutions adopted on 10 November. Nor 
would it have been held in the spirit of this new political line, this new political course 
which we have undertaken.  
 I believe that the Plenum deserves high marks. I am deeply convinced that if the 
rest of the comrades, who signed to speak, had had their word, they would have 
contributed additionally to this high mark. I regret that we needed to put an end to the 
speeches. We have, however, come to the agreement that those comrades will have the 
opportunity to speak first at the next Plenum [...]  
 The last point I want to make concerns the proposal for my candidacy for 
Chairman of the State Council. I would like to tell you, comrades, and let this remain 
here in the Central Committee, that I am deeply convinced that the two positions 
[Chairman of the State Council and Secretary General of the BCP] should not be held by 
the same person. And if I gave my consent for putting forward my candidacy before the 
Politburo plenum, I did so only because it was deemed that the present political moment 
necessitates such a combination of duties. I believe it is advisable that the Commission on 
Preparing a Draft Proposal for Changing the Constitution be gathered during the 
upcoming week. Its work should be examined, evaluated and voted upon. The above-
discussed question should be generally resolved through changes in the Constitution and 
its new version. This is the only appropriate course of action. I mention it so that you will 
be aware that I have some reservations when you cast your votes [on the proposals].  
 After comrade Petar Mladenov’s speech, the Central Committee proceeded to 
vote on the Politburo’s proposals. The results from this voting were published.  
 The Plenum closed at 7:50 p.m. 
 
[Source: CC BCP Records, Bulgarian Central State Archive, Sofia, Fond 1b, Opis 65. 
Document obtained by Jordan Baev.] 
 

































Teleprint from CC CPCz to First Secretary CC CPCz and Secretaries of Regional 
and District Committees, 
 
19 November 1989 
 
19 November 1989, Prague—Teleprint from the CC CPCz to the First Secretary of the 
CC CPS [Communist Party of Slovakia] and the Head Secretaries of the Regional and 
District Committees of the CPCz on the situation and roles of the Communist Party. 
 

As you are already informed, at the end of the commemorative procession on the 
participants 50th anniversary of the 17 November in Prague there occurred an anti-
government demonstration by several participators. In view of the character of the event, 
necessary measures were undertaken by the disciplinary forces. As a result of the 
dissemination of incorrect information about the death of one of the participants—the 
student Martin Smid—a hostile psychosis arose, especially among the students and actors 
from the theaters in Prague and in some counties which announced a week-long strike 
and want to misuse the theater buildings in order to sway the residents with their 
opinions, which are in conflict with the interests of the majority of the citizens and the 
state.1  
 Their aim is to launch a general strike on 27 November in the CSSR. It is 
necessary to assume that they will try to influence the cultural workplace and schools in 
the entire republic. They even want infiltrate the factories and the JZD 2 [Standard 
Farming Cooperative] in order to gain support for their destabilizing plans from all strata 
of society.  
 Anti-socialist groups headed by the Charter [-77] are evidently behind this 
activity. The plan of action is coordinated by the Western media.  
 The Presidium of the CC CPCz dealt with these questions today, 19 November, in 
the evening hours and adopted the necessary measures allowing [it] to confront these 
plans.  
 The Presidium calls on the regional and provincial committees to do everything 
necessary to reject the enemy’s efforts in the counties, districts, in the factories, in the 
cooperatives, in the schools and in other workplaces, and to ensure that uninterrupted 
work, peace and order be secured.  
 It is desirable that the collectives publicly express their resolute position against 
efforts to bring about a political coup in our country.  
 Within the framework of the adopted measures it is necessary to secure the 
readiness of the People’s Militia to protect the workplaces from the efforts of the enemy 
forces to penetrate into the workers’ collectives.  
 The Presidium has called on responsible workers to step up the offensive in their 
ideological work in this connection, especially in the media, with the aim of politically 
isolating the forces seeking an overthrow. Adopt the same measures in the counties and 
districts. 
 
With comradely regards, 
 
General Secretary, 



[Jakes’s signature] 
 
[Source: SUA, UV, KSC- teleprints and letters, UV-134/89. Obtained by Oldrich Tuma.] 
 



Proclamation on the Establishment of Civic Forum 
 
19 November 1989 
 
PROCLAMATION 
 
 At the meeting in the Prague Theater Club on 19 November at 10:00 a.m. the 
Civic Forum was established as the mouthpiece of that part of the Czechoslovak public 
which is ever more critical toward the policies of the current Czechoslovak leadership 
and which was recently deeply shaken by the brutal massacre of students who were 
peacefully demonstrating. Charter 77, The Czechoslovak Helsinki Committee, The Circle 
of Independent Intelligence, The Movement for Civic Freedom, Artforum, Renewal, 
independent students, The Czechoslovak Democratic Initiative, VONS, The Independent 
World Coalition, The Open Dialogue, The Czechoslovak PEN Club Center, several 
member of the Czechoslovak Socialist Party, The Czechoslovak People’s Parties, 
religious parties, creative and other associations, several former and current members of 
the CPCz and other democratically minded citizens will take part in the work of this 
forum. The Civic Forum feels itself competent to negotiate immediately with the 
government about the critical situation in our country, to express the actual demands of 
the public and to discuss the solutions.  
 The Civic Forum wishes to begin such negotiations, which should be the 
beginning of a universal discussion on the future of Czechoslovakia, by a negotiation of 
these urgent and ever more openly formulated demands:  
 1. That those members of the Presidium of the CC CPCz who are directly 
connected with the preparation of the intervention by the five members of the Warsaw 
Pact in the year 1968 and who are responsible for the years long devastation of all areas 
of our society, immediately step down. These are, namely, Gustav Husak, Milos Jakes, 
Jan Fojtík, Miloslav Zavadil, Karel Hofman and Alois Indra. The pernicious politics of 
people, who for years refused any kind of democratic dialog with the society, completely 
legally resulted in the terrible events of the last days.  
 2. That the First Secretary of the Municipal Committee (MC) CPCz in Prague 
Miroslav Stepan and the Federal Minister of the Interior, Frantisek Kincl, who are 
responsible for all of the measures which the police have carried out over the last few 
months against the peaceful demonstrations of citizens, immediately step down.  
 3. That a committee be set up which would concretely investigate these measures, 
find the culprits and propose punishments for them. Civic Forum representatives must be 
included in this committee.  
 4. That all the criminals of conscience, including those who have been detained in 
connection with the last demonstration, be immediately released.  
 The Civic Forum demands that this proclamation be published in the official 
Czechoslovak media.  
 The Civic Forum stakes its authority behind the plan for a general strike on 27 
November from 12:00 p.m. until 2:00 p.m., called by Prague university students, and 
understands it to be an expression of support for the demands which it wants to discuss 
with the state leader-ship.  



 The Civic Forum believes that its creation and task corresponds with the will of 
the 40,000 current signatories of the petition Several Sentences, and is open to all the 
constituents and forces of society whose concern is that our country should begin 
peacefully finding the way to a democratic social order, and through it to economic 
prosperity.   
 
On behalf of the Civic Forum:   
Eng. Rudolf Battek, PetrCepek, Vaclav Havel, Milan Hruska, Prof. Dr. Milan Jelinek, 
Milan Knazko, Dr. Lubomir Kopecky CSc., Jiri Krizan, Vaclav Maly, Martin Mejstrík, 
Petr Oslzly, Dr. Libor Paty CSc., Jana Petrova, Jan Ruml, Prof. Dr. Venek Silhan, Ondrej 
Trojan, Eng. Josef Vavrousek CSc., Sasa Vondra. 
 
Prague, 19 November 1989.  
 
[Source: Ustav pro sodobe dejiny (USD), Akademie ved Ceske republiky (AV CR), 
Koordinacní centrum Obcanskeho fora (KC OF) Archive, file Dokumenty OF.] 





























































































The Civic Forum’s Exposition of its Position in Public Life with a Call for 
Nonviolence, Tolerance and Dialogue 
 
Prague, 20 November 1989 
 
 The Civic Forum is not a political party, nor an organization which accepts 
members. It is an absolutely open society of people who feel themselves responsible for 
the positive resolution of the untenable political situation, wanting to unite the forces of 
all the honest and democratically-minded citizens—artists, students, workers and all 
people of good will. It was established spontaneously in the presence of all the groups 
which on Sunday, 11 November, took part in an independent social activity. We consider 
this representation of the people to be competent to negotiate with responsible political 
authorities. We are, therefore, after an objective plan of action, not violence. We do not 
want crudeness. We appeal to the members of the police, the army, the militia, to refuse 
brutality and repression of the will of the people. As long as in reality nobody was killed 
during the harsh intervention of uniformed units, we are all happy, but this does not mean 
that there did not occur massacres, injuries and bloodshed. Various wild rumors and 
willfully disseminated misinformation are multiplying. Let us not succumb to them! We 
ask all citizens to act responsibly, humanely, tolerantly and democratically. Let us lead 
our common goal, as much as it is in our power, to a good conclusion. Let us persist and 
let us not give up!  
 
[Source: Informational Service #2, 21 November 1989, p.1. Published in Czech in Jiri 
Suk. Obcanske Forum. Institute for Contemporary History, Prague, 1989. Translated for 
CWIHP by Caroline Kovtun.]  
 



Czechoslovak Ministry of Interior Memorandum, “Information Regarding the 
Development of the Security Situation During the Period of the 17 November 
Anniversary,” 
 
20 November 1989 
 
The Secretariat of the FMI (Federal Ministry of the Interior) operation staff 
 
TOP SECRET 
 
OV-00156/S-89 
 
Information regarding the development of the security situation during the period of the 
17 November anniversary 
 
 Internal and external enemy forces, with the aim of eliciting unrest, emotion, 
chaos, and mass protests in order to destabilize the internal political situation, have 
recently been growing in intensity and peaked between 17-19 November in Prague. Most 
notable has been the misuse of a student gathering on 17 November during the occasion 
of the fiftieth anniversary of the burial of Jan Opletal.  Western media, including 
broadcasters from Radio Free Europe and Voice of America, generated wide publicity for 
both the demonstration preparations as well as the demonstration itself. The goal was to 
provoke a mass showing patterned after the demonstrations in the GDR and thereby 
create strenuous pressure on Party and State organs.  
 In connection with the preparations for the commemoration of Jan Opletal’s 
death, there has been a notably significant radicalization of some of the university 
students in Prague. At the center of the political activation of students has been the 
Theatrical Academy of Performing Arts (TAPA) whose supporters, in collaboration with 
the Cultural Front, have orchestrated the main role in the organization of pressure tactics. 
The TAPA student rally, held on 15 November, cancelled, as part of its conclusion, the 
activities of the Socialist Youth League (SSM) with the justification that it does not have 
the right to represent the youth as a whole. In addition, there were demands to entertain 
questions regarding the role of CPCz leaders in society. An analogous situation presented 
itself at a gathering of University of Industrial Arts students in Prague on 16 November. 
Additional student gatherings, planned for this week, are intended to utilize the situation 
to establish a new student organization—the Independent Student Association, which is 
to generate activities along the lines of the National Front.  
 Additional sources of the student political activation are the so-called Independent 
Youth Society, headed by Tomas VODICKA and Matous RAJMONT (both are 
secondary school students), and the so-called Independent Student Society, centered on 
university students, headed by Milan RUZICKA (Technical University, VUT Brno), 
Radek VANA (Faculty of Philosophy, Charles’s University, Prague) and Petr FIALA 
(Faculty of Pedagogy, Charles’s University, Prague). Both initiatives, in terms of subject 
matter, began with a policy-statement, from an appeal for a “few sentences,” and 
proposed preparations to misuse the commemoration of Jan Opletal’s death as an 



opportunity to denounce the role of the CPCz, as well as the activities of the SSM, and 
the political system of the CSSR.  
 In order to thwart this design, associative and academic organs took measures to 
divert crowds from the original rout from the Albertov Pedagogical Institute via Charles’s 
bridge, Stepanska (St.), Opletalova (St.), to the Main Train Station and the J. Opletal 
monument, to a rout from Albertov to Vysehrad and made a public announcement that 
the crowd was the result of a joint activity between the SSM and unorganized students. In 
consideration of the situation, the associative organs brokered a compromise to the effect 
that the executive member of the so-called Circle of Independent Intellectuals, an 
academic named KATETOV, would make an appearance on behalf of the independent 
initiatives. His address at Albertov did not go beyond a policy-statement and was not an 
openly aimed attack against the socialist structure in the CSSR.  
 The official program was effectively disrupted by whistling and the chanting of 
unfriendly slogans such as “Destroy the CPCz monopoly,” “We want a different 
government,” “String up all the communists,” “Destroy the army, State Security, and the 
Peoples’ Militia”, “We don’t want Jakes,” “We don’t want Stepan,” We want a charter,” 
etc. Organizers, in light of the development of the situation, did not have the opportunity 
to establish order and secure the proper course of the demonstration. After the rally at 
Albertov ended, the participants broke up and reassembled at Slavin 23 [cemetary in 
Vysehrad], where the official mourning portion of the commemoration concluded. 
Afterwards, approximately 5,000 individuals continued in a procession into the center of 
Prague along the B. Engels embankment, up Narodni trida (St.) to Wenceslas Square. In 
response, Narodni trida and the neighboring streets were closed by IS (Internal Security) 
peace-keeping units.24  
 By around 10:00 p.m., approximately 3,000 people had assembled within the 
confines of Narodni trida, of which only about 1,000 acknowledged the call to disperse 
and leave the area. Those remaining lingered in the area and began sitting down on the 
pavement in demonstration fashion and continued to chant unfriendly slogans. Over 15 
calls to disperse went unheeded and the participants of the demonstration had over an 
hour to restore order to the area. After the calls went unheeded, measures were taken to 
suppress the crowd. During the course of those measures, a skirmish ensued with some of 
the more aggressive participants in the demonstration. After intervening, 179 individuals 
were detained, of whom approximately 145 were held for aggressive behavior directed at 
the IS department. Shortly after 11:00 p.m., public order was restored. During 
intervention a total of 38 individuals were injured including one member of the SNB 
(National Security Committee) and one US citizen.  
 On Saturday, 11 November 1989, a group of students, primarily from TAPA and 
[VSE]25 Prague, issued a declaration condemning the intervention of peace-keeping 
units and proposed a weekly strike consisting of university students and pedagogues to 
push for the creation of a special government commission to investigate the intervention 
as well as other demands. In the effort to call on students to implement a general strike at 
all theaters in the —SSR on 11 November, in excess of 400 individuals gathered at a 
production at the Realisticky Theater in Prague.  
 In response to the call to theater performers, actress Milena DVORSKA walked 
out at the E.F. Burian theater on Wenceslas Square on the afternoon of 11 November 



1989. All Prague theaters and a few elsewhere in the CSSR (in Liberec and Datec) 
responded by suspending their performances and reading the invitation to the audience.  
 During the afternoon hours on Saturday 18 November 1989 a gathering of around 
700 people gradually formed on Narodní trida, which had been closed. After calls to 
disperse, the crowd broke-up prior to 6:00 p.m., with intervention being carried out by 
peace-keeping units. Ninety-six individuals were detained, of whom nine made displays 
against the SNB department.  
 Elsewhere around the CSSR there have been no reports of peace disturbances or 
public disorder.  
 In the effort to incite emotion, particularly among young people, and to elicit 
additional protests, information has been distributed by means of internal antagonists and 
Western communications regarding the death of Martin ŠMÍD, of the Charles’s 
University Mathematics Faculty, from injuries sustained as a result of a confrontation 
with peace-keeping units. This information was disclosed by “Charter 77” signatory Petr 
UHL to Radio Free Europe which repeatedly aired the information on Sunday, 19 
November 1989. Leaflets were then subsequently distributed providing information about 
the death with a call for a general strike on 27 November 1989. Similar leaflets were 
discovered in the northern Bohemian, eastern Bohemian, and southern Bohemian regions.  
 A further attempt to instigate anti-socialist protests and provoke the intervention 
of peace-keeping units came to a head on Sunday, 11 November 1989 during the 
afternoon and evening hours in downtown Prague. In implementing the security 
measures, only the accessibility and safety of the highway thoroughfare was secured; 
peace-keeping units were not attacked.  
 On 19 November 1989, National Theater play-actor Boris ROSNER and head 
actor Milan LUKEŠ instigated the reading of a resolution to the audience during the 
afternoon performance on the new stage at the National Theater in Prague, in which they 
expressed their disagreement with the Security intervention on 17 November 1989. At the 
urging of LUKES, the theater choir and those in attendance sang a theater hymn. 
Afterwards they promptly dispersed. National Theater director Jiri PAUER responded by 
closing the premises of the historical building and the new stage of the National Theater 
and cancelled evening performances with the justification that the National Theater 
would not serve to organize illegal gatherings. After director PAUER’s decision, actors 
from the National Theater began to assemble in the National Theater club where they 
decided to strike.  
 During the evening hours, CSSR cultural minister Milan KYMLICKA visited the 
National Theater. In an interview with the National Theater employees, he indicated that 
the CST (Czechoslovak Television) news would address the establishment of a 
government commission to investigate the SNB intervention on 17 November 1989. 
Those present promised that as long as the commission was established, the National 
Theater actors’ club would rescind their decision to strike. At 7:30 p.m. all closely 
followed the CST television broadcast. Because no announcement was made about the 
creation of a government commission, National Theater actors, at the urging of Boris 
ROSNER, undertook additional initiatives. ROSNER, as the spokesman for the National 
Theater actors, along with three other individuals, proceeded to the front of the theater 
building where, after only a short time, he was able to organize a crowd of approximately 



500 people. ROSNER announced that the National Theater would strike continuously 
until it was called off, the crowd chanted the slogan “OUT WITH PAUER.”  
 On 19 November 1989, shortly after 10:00 p.m., at the Jiri Wolker Theater, at the 
location originally determined for the performance, theater employees read a declaration 
to the audience explaining that the theater had joined the protest strike as an expression of 
their disagreement with the Security intervention on 17 November 1989. 17 December 
was determined as a substitute date for the original performance. Patrons then quietly 
dispersed.  
 A petition denouncing the SNB intervention was also read at the Komorni Theater 
in Plzen, where [OBRODA] branch members Stanislav NEDVED and Frantisek 
JURICKA were seated in the auditorium. Similarly, the planned performance did not 
materialize.  
 During the evening hours of the same day, a “public discussion forum” took place 
in the actors’ club in Prague involving the most important opposition group supporters, 
representatives of the Cultural Front, and university students. The actors’ club was filled 
to capacity, including the vestibule, where others followed the course of the forum on a 
video display monitor. Included among the viewers in the vestibule were well-known 
actors such as HANZLIK, BREJCHOVA, KANYZA, Josef DVORAK, and others.  
 The goal of this forum was to unify the independent initiatives and compose joint 
declarations, which are to be presented to the government of the CSSR by 10 
representatives on 20 November 1989. The forum was conducted by Vaclav HAVEL 
who addressed the declaration and put the various alternatives to a vote, and he then read 
and spoke favorably of the outcome. During the course of the discussion, appearances 
were also made by well-known independent group advocates including BATTEK, 
KANTUREK, HRADILEK, VONDRA, and others.  
 Similarly, an unidentified TAPA student emerged to read a declaration from the 
TAPA students. The declaration amounted to an ultimatum for the removal of the CSSR 
minister of the interior, the investigation and prosecution of subordinates who were 
involved in the intervention of 17 November 1989, the abolition of stipulations regarding 
the leadership role of the Party in the system, and the resignation of the current 
representatives of the Party and State. On 20 November 1989 a coordinating student body 
is to be created at the TAPA faculty, which is supposed to guarantee the distribution of 
this declaration and thereby aid in the actualization of the general strike on 27 November.  
 Vaclav HAVEL supported the student declaration by suggesting that the 
coordinating committee supporting the forum should meet daily in some of the Prague 
theaters in order to direct and organize the student strikes; theaters, which are to similarly 
strike, would be open, however, discussion clubs would be held in place of the 
performances.  
 The aim of university students in the next few days is to travel around to various 
locations around the CSSR to publicize and popularize the stated declaration in the effort 
to convert the youth in secondary and vocational schools.  
 The forum was essentially divided by two differing opinions. A significantly 
smaller camp asserted the opinion that in essence a dialogue with the current government 
could be entertained provided certain changes were made, the most important of which 
they considered to be the resignation of comrades Jakes, Stepan, Zavadil, Hoffmann, 
Indra, and Fojtik. A notably stronger group represented by HAVEL, BATTEK, and 



KANTUREK and the university student representatives, was against dialogue in any 
form and supported an open confrontation with the powers of the State. Both groups 
decided on the unconditional abolition of the principle of a leading role of the Party, 
anchored in the institution.  
 The forum culminated with a declaration read and submitted for approval by 
Vaclav HAVEL. This declaration, filled with comments from the discussion forum, will 
be submitted to the State organs. After singing a state hymn the participants of the forum 
dispersed.  
  
 Conclusion  
 The development of events proves that internal enemies, with foreign support, 
have crossed-over to a frontal, and from their perspective, decisive attack in the effort to 
further their own political goals after the pattern exhibited by Poland and Hungary. To 
this end, it has been decided to actualize and utilize all reasonable means, primarily 
abusing the youth for pressure tactics. These events, according to the plans of the enemy, 
together with the expected economic difficulties and foreign pressure for political change, 
should be the beginning of a quick series of successive events resulting in principle 
political change in the CSSR.  
 
Vaclav NOVOTNY 
Chief of the Secretariat of the FMI Operation Staff 
 
To be obtained by: 
 
 RA (Regional Administration) SNB Chiefs – Ceske Budejovice, Plzeo,Usti nad 
Labem, Hradec Kralove, Brno, Ostrava, Banska Bystrica, Kosice; S (Slovak) SNB Chief 
main m. Bratislava, XII. S SNB; (Ministry of the Interior and Environment CSR, SSR. 
[…]  
 
 [Source: UDV Archive. Documentation in connection with DMM (Defense Mobilization 
Measures) announce-ments at the occasion of the17 November 1989 celebra-tions. 
Collection list corresponding to OV-00174/S-89.— Type-written copy. Translation for 
CWIHP by Vance Whitby.]  
 

















The Civic Forum’s Position on the Negotiations of its Representatives with Prime 
Minister Ladislav Adamec 
 
 Prague, 21 November 1989 
 
 Part of today’s declaration of the government of the CSSR also [contained] 
information on the meeting of Prime Minister [Ladislav] Adamec with the representatives 
of the Civic Forum [CF].  
 The government understood the negotiations to be the beginning of a dialogue and 
interpreted them in the sense that even this event is testimony to the government’s effort 
to decisively resolve the rising crisis situation. According to the government, this 
dismisses the reasons for the organization of strikes and demonstrations.  
 We proclaim: The meeting between the CF’s representatives and L. Adamec was 
merely of an informational character, and therefore could not in any way influence our 
positions. The CF unequivocally supports the strikes of the students, theater artists, 
sculptors and painters, and supports the call for a general strike on 27 November as well.  

We want to contribute to the eventual dialogue by sharing the responsibility of 
establishing committees which would represent the broadest public and would initiate 
negotiations on four of the demands of the fundamental declaration of the Civic Forum.  

Prague, 21 November 1989.  
 
[Source:Ustav pro sodobe dejiny (USD), Akademie ved Ceske republiky (AV CR), 
Koordinacií centrum Obcanskeho fora (KC OF) Archive, file Dokumenty OFC copy of 
the computer print. Translated by Caroline Kovtun.] 



Letter from the Civic Forum to US President George Bush and USSR General 
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev 
 
21 November 1989 
 
Dear Sirs! 
 
 On 19 November 1989, the Civic Forum, which feels itself responsible to act as 
the mouthpiece of the Czechoslovak public, was established in Prague. In a 
demonstration by the Prague populace, attended by hundreds of thousands of people on 
Wenceslas Square, the Civic Forum gained a consensus of opinion and therefore is 
turning to you also in the name of these people.  
 The Soviet government has announced a policy of non-involvement in connection 
with the democratic movements in Eastern Europe. We must warn you that in the case of 
Czechoslovakia, this policy in reality means support for the political leadership which 
was installed in the year 1968 by forceful intervention, and which, during the course of 
twenty years of rule, has absolutely discredited itself. One of the demands of the mass 
political scene.  
 Dear Sirs, we are of the opinion that the past intervention into Czechoslovak 
internal events in the year 1968 should be condemned and decried as an unlawful 
encroachment. The silence surrounding the intervention in August de facto means 
entanglement into Czechoslovak internal conditions. We besiege you to pay attention to 
this question during your negotiations; it is not only important for Czechoslovakia these 
days, but also for all of Europe. 
 
The Civic Forum 
In Prague on 21 November 1989 
 
[Source: Informational Service #2, 21 November 1989, p.1. Published in Czech in Jiri 
Suk. Obcanske Forum. Institute for Contemporary History, Prague, 1989. Translated for 
CWIHP by Caroline Kovtun.] 



Teleprint from the Presidium of the CC CPS to the Secretaries of Regional 
Committees of the CPCz [and] CPS and the Party Municipal Committees in Prague 
and Bratislava 
 
21 November 1989 
 
The Central Committee of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia 
Prague, 21.11.1989 
#V-0135/89 
 
Dear Comrades, 
 
 In the last few days a disturbance of the peace and public order occurred in 
Prague and a list of other places in our republic. The organizers of these acts abused a 
segment of the public, especially the student youth. They are dramatizing the situation, 
influencing the feelings and opinions of young people, heightening emotions. They are 
misusing the cultural front for this. Strikes are being organized in a series of theaters.  
 Revolutions and demands with ultimatums calling for cadre changes in the 
leading organs, for the resignation of the government, for the destruction and liquidation 
of the CPCz, for the discrediting of the SNB 3 (police). This is a direct attempt to 
overthrow the socialist order.  
 The forces of the opposition are trying to widen their influence beyond the scope 
of the capital. They are sending their organizers out to universities and various gatherings 
which are taking place in many areas at their initiative.  
 The current situation demands deliberate yet principled and offensive action on 
the part of all party organs and organizations and individual communists, in order not to 
let the situation slip out of our hands.  
 It is urgently necessary to mobilize party organizations, communists and all 
citizens who care about socialism, to support the position of the CSSR government, the 
CSR and the SSR, made public on 21 November of this year, and to help bring about an 
atmosphere of peace and prudence.  
 The most important is mass political work among the people. The functionaries 
and apparatus of the party and people’s councils, the leading workers must go to the 
workers’ collectives to prevent efforts to call a general strike, which the forces of the 
opposition are planning for 27 November. Every managerial worker is personally 
responsible for the situation in his collective.  
 It is necessary to engage in discussions with the students and apprentices, who are 
being manipulated by irresponsible elements. It is especially important to strengthen the 
influence of the teachers and parents over the younger generation.  
 The main goal is to show convincingly that straining the situation is a threat to 
every citizen of our society, the safety of every family. The eventual strikes, which the 
opposition threatens to carry out, would significantly damage our national economy, lead 
our market and supplies to destruction (especially now in the winter period before the 
Christmas holiday).  
 The organizers of revolutionary acts will continue in their efforts to seek the 
support of the workers for their demands. They are trying to enlist support in the 



factories. Therefore it is necessary to prevent their emissaries from entering businesses, 
factories and other institutions and prevent them from using other methods of influencing 
the workers’ collectives. The factory management and party leadership must ensure 
proper defense of these interests. In these times the leading workers—communists and 
non-communists— must realize their responsibility for the handling of the political 
situation in their sphere of influence.  
 We must pay special attention to the media. The Presidium of the CC CPCz 
adopted measures which ought to stifle the high passions [of the public] and ensure 
uniform information [being given out by] the Czechoslovak Press Agency 4 (CTK), radio 
and television. Concrete tasks were handed down to the executive directors of these 
information agencies to this end.  
 The party press must influence the public. This applies in full also to regional, 
district, business and factory dissemination and information media. It is necessary for 
them to broadcast the positions of the worker’s collectives and individuals supportive of 
the politics of reconstruction and democratization, a dialog in the interests of socialism. 
The voices condemning the efforts to disrupt our society should be heard.  
 In this situation it is necessary to mobilize the ideological activists of the party, all 
those who have the ability to influence the opinion of communists and the public-at-large 
in the counties and districts. To ensure prompt information and uniformity of opinions, it 
is necessary to incorporate lecturers and propagandists of social organizations, including 
the Socialist Academy, into this group of activists.  
 We recommend that operational staffs be established in regional and district party 
committees, which would evaluate the situation, [and] its development and would 
propose concrete measures.  
 All party organs and organizations must act quickly, decisively and unanimously, 
and secure the support of the regional and district committees of the National Front, 
organizations affiliated with it, and national committees at all levels.  
 The positions and resolutions in support of the politics of the party should be sent 
without delay to the Central Committee of the CPCz. 
 
The Presidium of the CC CPCz 
 
[Source: SUA, UV, KSC - teleprints and letters, UV-0135/ 89. Obtained by Oldrich 
Tuma.] 
 
 
 



The Declaration of Civic Forum Representative Vaclav Havel on Wenceslas Square,  
 
Prague, 23 November 1989, 4 p.m. 
 
The Declaration of The Civic Forum 
 
 After twenty years Czechoslovakia once again finds itself at a historical 
intersection thanks to the people’s movement, to which all generations and segments of 
the population and the majority of the still existing social organizations are quickly 
adding themselves. This movement is a movement of both of our nations. Its mouthpiece 
has spontaneously become the Civic Forum, which today is the real representative of the 
will of the people. Its natural component has become the well-organized student 
movement, which, through its protest demonstration, gave us the impulse for dramatic 
social movement. Within it work all the current independent initiatives, artistic unions 
headed by the theater—the first to be in solidarity with the students—and the renewed 
currents in the National Front, including many former and current members of the CPCz. 
The Catholic Church supported the Civic Forum through the words of the cardinal, and 
other churches in Czechoslovakia. Anyone who agrees with its demands is joining, and 
may join, the Civic Forum.  
 The Civic Forum is prepared to secure a dialogue between the public and the 
present leadership immediately and has at its disposal qualified forces [from] all areas of 
society, capable of carrying out a free and objective dialogue about real paths toward a 
change in the political and economic conditions in our country.  
 The situation is open now, there are many opportunities before us, and we have 
only two certainties.  
 The first is the certainty that there is no return to the previous totalitarian system 
of government, which led our country to the brink of an absolute spiritual, moral, 
political, economic and ecological crisis.  
 Our second certainty is that we want to live in a free, democratic and prosperous 
Czechoslovakia, which must return to Europe, and that we will never abandon this ideal, 
no matter what transpires in these next few days.  
 The Civic Forum calls on all citizens of Czechoslovakia to support its 
fundamental demands by the demonstration of a general strike declared for Monday, 27 
November 1989, at noon. Whether our country sets out in a peaceful way on the road to a 
democratic social order, or whether an isolated group of Stalinists, who want at any price 
to preserve their power and their privileges disguised as empty phrases about 
reconstruction will conquer, may depend upon the success of this strike.  
 We challenge the leadership of this country to grasp the gravity of this situation, 
rid themselves of compromised individuals and prevent all eventual efforts for a violent 
revolution.  
 We call on all the members of the ruling party to join the citizenry and respect its 
will.  
 We challenge all the members of the People’s Militias to not come out violently 
against their comrade workers and thus spit upon all the traditions of worker solidarity.  



 We challenge all the members of the Police to realize that they are first and 
foremost human beings and citizens of this country and only second subordinate to their 
superiors.  
 We challenge the Czechoslovak People’s Army to stand on the side of the people 
and, if necessary, to come out in its defense for the first time.  
 We call on the public and the governments of all countries to realize that our 
homeland is from time immemorial the place where European and world confrontations 
have begun and ended, and that in our country it is not only its fate which is at stake, but 
the future of all of Europe. We therefore demand that they support in every way the 
people’s movement and the Civic Forum.  
 We are opponents of violence; we do not want revenge; we want to live as 
dignified and free people, who have the right to speak for the fate of their homeland and 
who also think of future generations.   
 
The Civic Forum  
23 November 1989   
 
 [Source:USD AV CR, KC OF Archive, file Dokumenty OF—copy of the computer print. 
Translated by Caroline Kovtun.] 
 



Teleprint from Jozef Lenart, Secretary of CC CPS, to Regional Committees and 
Municipal Committees in Prague and Bratislava 
 
23 November 1989 
 
 It is evident from the information of the party regional (municipal) committees 
that in all regions measures were adopted according to the teleprint of the General 
Secretary of the CC CPCz. Working groups of party organs were dispatched to crucial 
centers and businesses in order to secure uniformity of information and analysis of the 
political situation. But even when the measures were adopted for the protection of 
businesses and factories against penetration by the opposition and the spread of negative 
demonstrations, in a series of instances the posting of appeals, flyers, organization of 
petitions eliciting pressure tactics against the CPCz and the government took place.  
 The students are continuing their efforts to establish contacts with workers in 
establishments and gaining support for the general strike. In factories, no tendencies 
toward strikes have been exhibited so far. On the contrary, in important political-
economic centers, the workers are expressing demands for peace and work.  
 The opposition forces are trying to unite striking students and the part of the 
public which is in solidarity with them in the demands of the “proclamation” of the Civic 
Forum, established on 19 November. The Civic Forum consists of: Charter 77, The 
Czechoslovak Helsinki Committee, The Circle of Independent Intelligence, The 
Movement for Civic Freedom, Artforum, Renewal, independent students, The 
Czechoslovak Democratic Initiative, VONS, Independent World Coalition, Open 
Dialogue, Czechoslovak PEN Club Center, several members of the Czechoslovak 
Socialist Party, Czechoslovak People’s Party, representatives of religious, creative and 
other groups, several former members of the CPCz. The proclamation was signed by: 
Eng. Rudolf Battek, Petr Cepek, Vaclav Havel, Milan Hruska, Prof. Dr. Milan Jelinek, 
Milan Knazko, Dr. Lubomir Kopecky CSc., Jiri Krizan, Vaclav Maly, Martin Mejstrik, 
Petr Oslzly, Dr. Libor Paty CSc., Jana Petrova, Jan Ruml, Prof. Dr. Venek Silhan, Ondrej 
Trojan, Eng. Josef Vavrousek CSc., [and] Sasa Vondra.  
 The demands of the Civic Forum’s proclamation go much further than the original 
expectations of the students, expressed in the joint statement of the Presidium of the 
Municipal Council of the SSM 5 in Prague and the MVR SSM , and the statement of the 
Secretariat of the of the CC SSM. It is necessary to reveal this fact. We present a 
shortened version for your information, for it contains a clear confrontational character, 
demagoguery and tactics of mounting attacks against the party through certain 
individuals. It can be expected that these demands will increase in intensity. Text of the 
proclamation:  
 1. That those members of the Presidium of the CC CPCz who are directly 
connected with the preparation of the intervention [in Czechoslovakia] by the five 
members of the Warsaw Pact in the year 1968 and who are responsible for the long years 
of devastation of all areas of our society, and who for years refused any kind of 
democratic dialogue with society, will immediately step down.  
 2. That the First Secretary of the Municipal Committee (MC) CPCz in Prague and 
the Federal Minister of the Interior, who are responsible for all of the measures which the 



police have carried out over the last few months against the peaceful demonstrations of 
citizens, immediately step down.  
 3. That a committee be set up which will concretely investigate these measures, 
find the culprits and propose punishments for them. Civic Forum representatives must be 
included in this committee.  
 4. That all political criminals, including those who have been detained in 
connection with the last demonstration, be immediately released.  
  
 In its proclamation, the Civic Forum further calls for carrying out a general strike 
on 27 November 1989, from 12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.  
 In discussions with students and the public, it is necessary to show that the Civic 
Forum is misusing the original demands of the students, directed primarily at the 
investigation into the security force’s intervention on 17 November 1989. It broadens 
them to ever more momentous political demands, aimed at destroying our social order. 
Several flyers distributed in Prague signed by “students on strike” endorse these 
demands.  
 Strike committees, the composition of which often changes, are negotiating with 
school administrations. Students are outside of the school buildings and their faculties 
throughout the day. Students are keeping watch to make sure that only students and 
school workers enter.  
 At several universities other demands are being submitted of a general political 
nature, which the university administrations are rejecting.  
 The student strike committees are run from one center which is probably 
connected to the spokespersons of the independent initiatives. Some artists and 
representatives of independent initiatives also have made appearances at several 
universities and led discussions with the students that often have called for a general 
strike and agitated for an active connection between the student strikes and the worker 
unions at factories and collectives. The majority of strike committees are in negotiation 
with the school administrations.  
 The CPCz Works Organization and CZV CPCz at the universities are planning 
their political acts in such a way that the employees and teachers in schools would be able 
to continue fulfilling their work duties, which is not the case in the majority of instances. 
At several universities, however, differences of opinion exist between the teachers and 
the staff, especially the younger ones, for whom several—including party members—
generally support the political demands of the students which the school administration 
opposed.  
 The Ministry of Education adopted measures to bar the students from using 
duplication technology, and computers, and to try and keep the students in the schools.  
 The main task is to resume instruction in high schools and universities as soon as 
possible. In those places where it is impossible to engage in discussion with the students, 
it is necessary to offer them a specific program to turn their attention to a constructive 
outlet for their activities.  
 At the high schools we must take advantage of the PTA meetings [to ensure] that 
the school administrations are in constant contact with the students’ parents. The national 
committees and school administrations are responsible for the situation in the schools, 
and must control the situation and direct the activity of the teachers.  



 The representatives of strike committees from all schools and representatives 
from the universities in the CSR will meet on 23 November at the agricultural college in 
Prague Suchdol with the representatives of the Ministry of Education of the CSR for an 
open dialogue intended to exchange information on the situation and to reach agreement 
on the next steps, including the resumption of the normal school year and an end to the 
strike.  
 The situation among the workers of the cultural front is basically unchanged. 
Other cultural institutions in the capital and in other regions of the republic are gradually 
joining in the protests against the intervention of the security forces on 17 November 
1989. Prague sculptors and painters have [now] also joined the strike. The attempt to 
reverse the decision to strike has so far been unsuccessful. Some theater directors have 
said that their influence on the developments could be even further diminished because 
the strike committees are handling the decisions.  
 The situation in the clergy and religious groups was basically solid on 21 
November, without any tendencies toward activism on the part of spiritual and religious 
people.  
 While there is peace within the clergy and religious groups in our republic, the 
prevailing sentiment [among them] is one of apprehension about possible further 
developments.  
 The exception is the Roman Catholic Church. Cardinal Tomasek’s written 
statement entitled “To all the People of Czechoslovakia,” reproduced in The People’s 
Democracy 6 on 22 November, is of a confrontational character. The statement, prepared 
by the former cleric Maly who is the leading proponent of illegal organizations, is the 
sharpest criticism of the political development of the last forty years to date.  
 On the other hand Cardinal Tomasek expressed his constructive position in a 
personal conversation with the Head Secretary of the MC CPCz, comrade Stepan, on 22 
November 1989, in Prague, where he stated the following: “The situation surprised me, I 
can not yet express myself. I would like to get acquainted with the situation in order to 
openly express myself. I am convinced that there is good will on both sides.” This 
conversation, broadcast on the television news on 22 November, should be used as an 
argument against the articles in The People’s Democracy.  
 The planned so-called Thanksgiving service, which is supposed to take place on 
25 November 1989, in the St. Vitus Cathedral in the Prague castle on the occasion of the 
elevation to sainthood of Anezka Premyslovna, is in serious danger of being misused. 
Although the event was announced as early as two months ago, the current level of 
preparation, whose purpose is to attract the largest possible number of believers, has 
intensified. To this end a circular was recently sent to all the dioceses in the CSR. Apart 
from this, a group of believers, who have prepared pilgrimages to Rome, is planning a 
significant activity, namely the mass would be preceded by a procession of believers 
through Prague beginning at the buildings of the former convent on Frantisek and ending 
at the castle.  
 From the letters and resolutions arriving at the CC CPCz it is clear that the 
opinion within society and within the ranks of the strikers are differentiating. They 
mostly express support for the policies of the party and request acceptance of measures to 
ensure a renewal of peace and to create normal conditions for work.  



 Vaclav Havel made an appearance on Wenceslas Square on 22 November, which 
also was shown on the Czechoslovak television program “Contact.” He spoke about the 
tactical approaches of the opposition forces at the current time. He greeted all the workers 
who are supporting the demands of the artists, students and intelligentsia, and who are 
founding civic forums and strike committees. After twenty years, history is returning to 
our country. For that we have to thank the free-thinking students and young people in 
general, to whom the future of our country belongs. He thanked theater and other artists, 
who rebelled after many years of degradation. He said that the Civic Forum is becoming 
a real representative of critical thinkers, and is beginning to be taken seriously through 
the power of freedom. Within the next few hours the Forum will try to unify the 
introduced demands into a single list. He expressed his faith in the support for the 
demands, in the form of a general strike. He informed [the people] that Civic Forum had 
written a letter to Bush and Gorbachev, who were supposed to discuss the developments 
in Eastern Europe, which requested support for democratization efforts in 
Czechoslovakia. He announced that telegrams were sent to Solidarity [the independent 
Polish labor union] and to the People’s Fronts in the USSR and Hungary.  
 Analysis of the broadcasts of Western radio stations during the course of the last 
year has revealed that they are intensifying their attacks against the authorities with the 
aim:  

 of gradually creating in the minds of the populace the opinion that, considering 
the “illegality” and “brutality” of [the authorities’] actions against the “peace-
loving” demonstrators and citizens, it is possible and humanly justified to use the 
“same” means against them,  

 of creating pressure to change the laws dealing with the actions of security and the 
judicial organs, to limit their numbers and completely restructure them, and 
especially to limit the [powers of] State Security,  

 of creating a separation between the police units (especially with Public Security 
7 on one side and State Security 8 and Emergency Units on the other) and a 
separation between the Investigative apparatus of the State Security and judicial 
organs,  

 of more deeply discrediting the state and, especially, the party leadership through 
attacks on the authorities, and introducing the idea that it is possible to resolve the 
growing problems of ineffective leadership without recourse to the methods seen 
in the fifties’.  

  
 It is possible to conclude that the attacks against the state power apparatus will 
have a tendency to rise. This was fully proven in the period starting 17 November.  
  
 Since the situation is changing very fast it is essential to act constructively and 
accurately.  
 Party organs at all levels must stop being on the defensive. The Central 
Committee of the CPCz will deal with the current political situation at its meeting on 24 
November 1989, and discuss the role of the party. Regional and district CPCz organs and 
basic party organizations must mount pressure against the opposition independently of 
the preparations of the Plenum. We are fighting for public opinion. The future of the 
country and its citizens is at stake. Every act, day and hour is decisive.  



 We must show the harmfulness of pressure tactics, which prevent real dialogue, 
and from which new political demands are constantly being introduced that go far beyond 
the boundaries of the previous spontaneous student reaction.  
 We must demonstrate to the workers and students on the basis of concrete facts 
what the losses caused by strike actions are, in relation to businesses, districts and 
individuals. No long words, but concrete numbers.  
 We must show the moral damage of continuous strikes in high schools upon the 
psyche and discipline of the students, on their future development and on their education. 
We have to call on the parents at the same time and show them how children are drawn 
into confrontational acts by those who present themselves as “fighters for humanity.”  
 Our tactical agenda must rest on plans to divide the until now united front of 
participants in the protest. It is essential to differentiate between those who participate in 
strikes and those who go to protest gatherings, and the organizers of these acts and those 
who go to open confrontation and take advantage of the inexperience of young people.  
 It is necessary to prevent the entry of emissaries from the opposing forces into 
factories, their demagogic influence on the workers and their inflammatory speeches 
against socialism and the Communist Party.  
 It is necessary to concentrate all of our forces on stopping the general strike. We 
must talk with young people and other citizens about how the original student demands—
investigation of the events of 17 November 1989—together with the call for a general 
strike is being realized. Added to that we must mobilize the entire apparatus and party 
caucus, communists in national committees, representatives and activists from national 
committees. It is necessary to make an impact on the members of strike committees. They 
are not united in the question of the aim of the general strike. It is necessary to take 
maximum advantage of each different opinion in the strike committee to ensure the main 
goal—preventing the general strike.  
 In connection with the dramatic developments in the internal political situation, 
the activity of non-communist political parties (in particular the Czechoslovak People’s 
Party) is intensifying. This is resulting in their orientation in the wrong direction, even 
though these parties are members of the National Front.  
 Directly after the CC CPCz meeting it is necessary to acquaint the functionaries 
and the party caucus with its conclusions, establish a concrete plan, unify the communists 
behind the fulfillment of the decisions, explain them and seek a wide public for them. 
 
Jozef Lenart [in his own hand] 
Secretary of the CC CPCz 
 
[Source: SUA, UV, KSC - teleprints and letters, UV-0133/89. Obtained by Oldrich 
Tuma.] 
 



Teleprint, “Summary of the Demands Made by Opposition Groups Represented by 
the Civic Forum,” 
 
23 November 1989 
 
UV-0144/89 
FOR INFORMATION    SECRET 
For addressee’s information only 
 
Summary of the demands of the opposition groups represented by the Civic Forum 
 
 We are providing a summary of the most frequent demands of the opposition 
groups represented by the Civic Forum. The demands are divided into three areas: the 
judicial system, the political system and the economy. In all three areas the demands 
blend together and complement each other. Even when a few of them did not appear in 
the slogans they disseminated at the demonstrations, it can be counted on that they may 
appear in public or in a dialogue with several groups in the following days.  
  
 A. The Legal System  
 An unequivocal demand is the full realization of human and civic rights and 
freedoms in the spirit of the accepted international agreements and commitments, 
especially the modification of the legal regulations (separation of the executive, 
legislative and judicial powers, especially the constitution, criminal code, the law on the 
conditions of detention, amnesty for so-called political prisoners, abolition of the so-
called undemocratic laws and statutes, establishment of public inspections of security 
organs and a decrease in their numbers, amendment of the freedom of association and 
assembly law, the legalization of opposition groups and the facilitation of their free 
practice, the elimination of so-called persecutions and discriminations of citizens on the 
basis of their convictions).  
  
 B. The Political System  
 Respect for the right of historical truth, that is the reevaluation of the crisis years 
1968/1969, the rehabilitation of the protagonists of the “Prague Spring,” and the 
condemnation of international aid.  
 The demand to activate the society and the information system (develop an 
intense dialogue with all the social and ethnic groups in the CSSR and even the émigrés 
in foreign countries in such a way that the population would become a political nation 
with a pluralist society, the legalization of independent periodicals, the creation of 
objective information networks, to enable plurality of opinion in education, liquidation of 
the state monopoly on schools, the launching of broadcasts of radio and television 
programs for believers).  
 Political changes stemming from the revocation of the Lessons from the Crisis 
Development, [the resignation of] all so-called compromised functionaries of 
normalization, the removal of Soviet army units in the CSSR in the course of abandoning 
the security component within the framework of the Warsaw Pact agreements, the 
removal of paramilitary and police elements from civilian life, the abolition of the 



People’s Militia, an end to political and cadre privileges. The extension of the separation 
between church and state, freedom of activity for male and female religious orders, the 
retraction of state control over the church. The pluralization of union life, the 
independence of unions from the state and the employers, the right to establish “free” 
union organizations.  
 Further, changes in the Czechoslovak Constitution, especially the retraction of 
Article 4, which establishes the leading role of the CPCz, and elimination from the 
constitution of so-called ideological concepts and constructs such as “the working people, 
Marxist scientific world interpretation, socialistic social and state leader-ship, the leading 
role, et al.,” removal of the “indefinite state sovereignty over one or another political 
alliance” (basically a veiled demand for neutrality), constitutional “demand for the right 
for national self-determination up to an eventual split” within the federation, the new 
delimitation of Moravia, and the return of the traditional state symbols (emblem, flag, 
hymn).  
 The opposition further demands that the constitution be expanded to include 
recognition of the Gypsies and the Jews as nationalities, and to allow the free contact “of 
minority nationalities with their people, the supplementation of the system of 
constitutional court and the system of administrative courts, the election of judges and 
their complete independence, the leadership of jury trials and the institution of 
investigating judges, the possibility of private law suits against state organs and their 
members, the institution of the rule that no one can be forced into “military service” and 
the “establishment of service of a non-military character” for consciencious objectors. 
The shortening of the basic military service, the introduction of a civil substitution 
service, a decrease in the army budget and its publication, the humanization of the 
military service, and the demilitarization of education.  
  
 C. The Economy  
 They demand radical reform of economic aid, the introduction of autonomous 
forums of collective owner- ship, plurality of different types of ownership, full renewal of 
private enterprise in the sphere of trade, craft, small and medium businesses, parts of 
agriculture and culture. The introduction of family forums and long-term lease of land, 
provision of long-term loans and material aid to private owners, reconstruction of heavy 
industry with the removal of false employment and preferences stemming from adverse 
international economic relations.  
 In the last hours the following demands are emphasized (the minimal program for 
the next few days):  
 

 the recognition of the leadership of the Civic Forum as a partner of the Presidium 
of the CC CPCz and an immediate round-table negotiation;  

 the creation of a new government of the so-called Great Coalition coalition with 
the participation of the representatives of the Civic Forum (i.e. all opposition 
groups), revived National Front parties and individuals having informal authority;  

 the call for free elections with the participation of the established forces;  
 the legalization of the activity of opposition groups and the procurement of 

material means for their activity (offices, etc.).  
  



 The research done by the Institute for Public Opinion Research at the Federal 
Statistical Office in May 1989, shows that a group of the people who were asked, en-
dorsed the following demands of opposition groups represented by the Civic Forum. The 
demands in question are:  

  removal of the leading role of the CPCz - 32% were in favor;  
  change in the way the leading role of the CPCz is implemented - 49% were in 

favor;  
  pluralization of the union movement - 35% were in favor;  
  cadre changes in the leadership - 77% were in favor;  
  changes in the laws limiting freedom of expression, assembly and information B 

59% were in favor;  
  changes in the system of elections - 60% were in favor;  
  changes in the evaluation of the year 1968 - 59% were in favor;  
  reprivatization of the means of production - 32% were in favor.  

  
 In the research conducted from 22-24 November 1989, 88% (and 93% in Prague) 
were in favor of cadre changes in the leadership, and 81% (and 88% in Prague) were in 
favor of official negotiations with the opposition (meaning its legalization).  
 A significant number of individuals questioned also think that the next 
development of the CSSR (its political system and economy) should head towards a 
system that is somewhere between socialism and capitalism (47%). An almost identical 
number of people think that it should go the socialist route. In the polls conducted, the 
difference of opinion between CPCz members and those not affiliated with the party was 
not ascertained.  
 From the information of the CC CPCz from 26 November 1989, at 12:00 p.m., it 
is noticeable that the series of demands found among party members is identical to the 
demands of the opposition. Emphasis is placed upon: 
  

 further cadre changes in the leadership of the party (with more emphasis on the 
resignations of Stepan, [and] Zavadil, and less emphasis the resignations of 
Lenart, Knotek, Horeny);  

 a thorough analysis of the past with the assignment of personal responsibility for 
the state of society;  

 engaging in discussion with the opposition;  
 an accelerated elaboration and introduction of a proposal for a new constitution of 

the CSSR, a law on the freedom of association and a law on the freedom of 
assembly. 

 
 In comparison with the information from the RC CPCz from 25 November 1989, 
a shift has taken place in the demands of the party members to benefit the demands of the 
opposition (on 25 November only 3 of the 11 demands included in the information were 
in agreement with the demands of the opposition; on 26 November, 5 of the 10 demands 
were in agreement with those of the opposition). It is obvious at the same time that in the 
workers’ collectives the level of opposition to the general strike called by the Civic 
Forum for 27 November is diminishing.  
  



 Conclusion  
 In public opinion, but also among CPCz members, there is a noticeable growth of 
negative tendencies and an inclination toward the demands of the opposition. The 
situation reveals that in the last few days a significant weakening of the role and prestige 
of the CPCz in society has occurred as a result of the belated reaction to the 
developments and the ineffectively accepted decision.  
 The opposition took the initiative because of the developments in the party. The 
decisive question will be the correct formulation of the leading role and position of the 
party in the social system, which must correspond to the opinion and demands of the 
people. It is clear that the Party will have to be a partner both in the National Front as 
well as in its relations to the opposition (Civic Forum). Should the corresponding 
measures and clearly formulated party lines fail to be adopted, there is danger that the 
party may disintegrate and will have diminished hopes of gaining a significant portion of 
the vote in the next elections.  
 It is necessary to immediately publish the accepted measures and conclusions 
from the dialogue, because the opposition today can use the legal media (radio, 
television, the National Front press). In the information for the RC and DC CPCz it is 
necessary to on the one hand to accelerate their flow, inform [everyone] without any 
delays on all events and decisions about the demands of the opposition and their 
escalation, but, on the other hand, especially to inform [everyone] about our positions and 
arguments, through which it would be possible to react to the demands. The RC and DC 
CPCz themselves must ensure a political evaluation of the situation in the regions, 
including the developments of local branches of opposition groups and their demands. 
 
(Illegible name) 
 

We are sending information on the conclusions of the nation-wide party caucus 
which took place in Prague on 28 November of this year. 
 
(Illegible signature) 
(Illegible title) 
 
r.77 28.11.89 11:40 (Illegible signature) 
 
[Source: SUA, UV, KSC - teleprints and letters, UV-144/89. Obtained by Oldrich Tuma.] 



Prague, November 24, 1989  

Speech by Premier Ladislav Adamec at an extraordinary session of the CPCz CC, 
stating his preference for a political solution to the crisis (excerpts) 

[...] Making decisions is not simple. Events are developing rapidly and aren't the same 
everywhere. I therefore regard it as my duty to express my opinion of the situation and its 
resolution. I am aware we don't have much choice. The pressure of circumstances is 
rising day by day and possibly hour by hour. We have to deal with it. I am considering 
the alternatives along with everybody else. There are basically two ways to go - both 
have their advantages and drawbacks, merits and risks. None of them are guaranteed to 
fully succeed. With these thoughts, following on from what Comrade Jakeš has said, I 
would like to contribute to finding the internationally and internally optimum political 
variant. To explain the first alternative, let us assume that mass demonstrations and the 
spreading strike movements constitute a direct attack on the socialist establishment, and 
that therefore there is no other way but to immediately halt all protest actions. On the 
basis of this evaluation, we may decide that a general strike must be prevented even at the 
cost of extensive use of extraordinary means, including force. This operation could be 
complemented by a large number of protest letters from Party collectives in industrial and 
agricultural factories and other workplaces. One cannot passively watch the law being 
violated. To allow anarchy would be the direct opposite of democracy, whereas taking 
extraordinary measures could, if only temporarily, return calm to the streets. But 
experience with administrative measures has shown a significant risk. After a certain 
period the situation could explode again, bringing on another crisis, with still more 
unpredictable results.  

For all these reasons, I would clearly prefer the second alternative: a political solution. 
We must count on making certain acceptable concessions. I believe that we have not 
nearly exhausted these possibilities. I also rely on the fact that most of our people, 
including young people, have no reason to be against socialism. They are unsatisfied with 
many things, even stirred up by all kinds of disinformation, but are able and willing to 
repay trust with trust. To drive the young generation into the arms of the enemies of 
socialism would be an unforgivable mistake. This must be prevented under any 
circumstances. I also advocate political methods because the recent intervention of the 
forces of order has led to the radicalization of youth, allowed the unification of various 
groups behind its condemnation, and has not contributed to the authority of either the 
Party or the state. Next time we have to avoid things like this. It would also be a mistake 
to underestimate the international risks of a broad application of force. We mustn't labor 
under the illusion that various democratization, environmental, and other movements end 
at our borders. Also, signed international treaties dealing with human rights cannot be 
taken lightly. When selecting methods of managing internal political problems, the 
international support of the socialist countries can no longer be counted on. From the 
capitalist states, one must take into account the results of a political and economic 
boycott. This warning should not be understood as a call for concessions at any price, 
without regard to the loss of socialist values.  



To look truth in the eye means to realize that the loss of political trust as a result of 
mistakes in leadership must be paid for. And there have been many in the last twenty 
years, and not small ones. I am convinced, however, that we need not pay too high a price, 
if we can manage to mobilize the Party. No one else has such a numerous membership, 
such an experienced cadre of functionaries, and close connections with each collective. 
[...] Today it has come down to the very status of the Party in society. If our meeting 
helps to energize all its members, it will fulfil its historic mission. If not, we shall pay 
dearly, and only very slowly repair the damage. I consider it especially important and 
sensitive to take a position on the basic demands, especially those most often voiced. 
They are extremely varied, correct and incorrect, feasible either now or only later. This 
must be clear. Those that we are unable to answer immediately, at least let us say when 
we will address them. Under no circumstances should there arise the impression that we 
are avoiding something, using delaying tactics, and somehow maneuvering. Let us 
choose our course so as not to give impetus to further waves of still-more-radical 
demands. I consider it crucial to announce the calling of another meeting of the Central 
Committee within a fortnight to evaluate political questions, especially the program of 
accelerated restructuring and expanded dialogue. We would gain time, mobilize the Party, 
and improve its level of information on the chosen strategy. The Party needs a short-term 
action program, a plan for the unification of the greatest possible number of Communists 
towards a concrete goal in the upcoming weeks. It would then even be possible to 
organize a broad public discussion centered on the positions and proposal of the CC 
CPCz. We could also, for example, quickly submit proposals on the constitution for 
public discussion, publicize proposed laws on the association and assembly for citizen 
comment. This would provide a certain framework and solid content to a thus far less 
than constructive exchange of views. We could take the wind out of the sails of the daily 
proclamations, various calls, and petitions. I am convinced that only an active approach 
can put our side on the initiative, and with this we shall also gain the majority of our 
citizens in favor of Party policy. This is the best reply to the demands of Party 
organizations for more assistance from the CPCz Central Committee. [...]  

Source: Stenographic minutes of the Extraordinary Session of the CC CPCz, November 
24, 1989, pp. 21-3, State Central Archive, Prague, CC CPCz record group, W-0154/89.  

Translated from the Czech by Todd Hammond.  

(From The Democratic revolution in Czechoslovakia: Its Precondition, Course, and 
Immediate Repercussions, 1987-89, An International Conference, 14-16 October 1999, 
Prague, Briefing Book) 

 



Draft Thesis of the Program of the Civic Forum 
 
Prague, 24 November 1989 
 
Program of the Civic Forum 
(First draft thesis, 24 November 1989) 
 
Czechoslovak society is going through a deep crisis. This crisis is displayed primarily: 
 
 1. In the disregard of several human rights, especially the right of free assembly 
and association, the right of free expression of opinion, and the right to partake in the 
decisions of public affairs.  
 2. In the continuing disillusionment of society, the unsteadiness of moral values, 
the erosion of the meaning of truth and knowledge, education and rationality, dialogue 
and tolerance, that is values which have been in European culture for thousands of years; 
this process is accompanied by actual or internal emigration, corruption, orientation 
towards consumerism and other undesirable phenomena.  
 3. In the emptiness of a great part of official culture.  
 4. In the decrease in the level of culture and education, which is especially 
pronounced when compared internationally.  
 5. In the rapidly worsening quality of the environment, connected to the 
devastation of natural resources, the contamination of drinking water and comestibles by 
parasitic, harmful substances; through this the most basic human right, the right to life, is 
violated.  
 6. In the worsening state of health of the Czechoslovak population and the 
endangerment of its ability to reproduce.  
 7. In the backwardness of Czechoslovak science in many scientific fields and 
applied areas.  
 8. In the decline of the total innovational activity in the society.  
 9. In the decreasing effectiveness of the Czechoslovak economy and the growth of 
foreign and especially internal debt.  
 10. In the rising alienation between individual and social groups; the alienation 
between ordinary citizens and the ruling group is reaching Kafkaesque proportions.  
 11. In the abuse of the means of force against the citizens, which we were 
reminded of once again with the intervention of “disciplinary forces” on 17 November 
1989, in Prague.  
 12. In the worsening of the overall position of Czechoslovakia in the international 
community.  
  
 All these introduced, deeply disturbing phenomena bear witness to the 
impairment of the ability of our society to control effectively our development; [they] are 
testimonies to the unsuitable current political and economic system. In the society almost 
all corrective feedback, which is essential for effective reaction to the fast-changing 
internal and external conditions, has been impaired. For long decades, the simple 
principle of the symmetry between authority and responsibility has not been respected: 
those in the state who attribute every executive authority to themselves, do not feel 



themselves to be responsible for the effected and missed decisions and refuse to settle 
accounts with the nation for their actions. All three fundamental powers of the state: 
legislative power, executive and judicial (regulatory), have come into the hands of a 
narrow ruling group, composed almost exclusively of CPCz members. This struck at the 
very foundations of a lawful state. The ruling group does not respect its own laws and 
international agreements not only in the area of human rights, but not even in other, 
wholly non-political spheres—an example of this can be the systematic violation of laws 
on environmental protection.  
 The practice of the nomenclature of the CPCz, consisting of the placement of 
leading workers in all important places, creates a vassal system which cripples the entire 
society. The citizens were thus degraded to the position of a common mob, who are 
denied basic political rights.  
 The directive system of the central leadership of the national economy has 
reached the limits of its potential. The promised reconstruction of the economic 
mechanism is without results and proceeds slowly. It is not accompanied by political 
changes, which undermines its effectiveness. A solution to these problems cannot be the 
simple exchange of seats in the positions of power or the resignation of several of the 
most compromised politicians from public life. It is necessary to make fundamental, 
effective and lasting changes in the political and economic system of our society. The 
basis of this must be newly created or renewed democratic institutions, which would 
enable real—not just proclaimed—citizen participation in the management of public 
affairs and simultaneously establish an effective system to prevent the abuse of political 
and economic power. A condition for this is the creation of such a climate in the society 
that would provide equal opportunities to all existing political parties and newly 
established political groups to prepare and hold free elections with independent candidate 
lists. A self-evident condition is the resignation of the CPCz from its constitutionally 
ensured leading role in our society and in its monopoly of the control of public media.  
 In the national economy we consider it essential to support the activity and 
productivity of the widest strata of society through the quick development of a market 
economy during the demonopolization of our economy, and by a significant increase in 
the responsibility of the state institutions for the regulation of economic processes, e.g., in 
the areas of healthcare and social welfare, science, education, culture and care of the 
environment. A key problem is the reevaluation of proprietary relations in the society.  
 We are pressing for our country to once again take its honorable place in Europe 
and in the world. We are not asking for change in Czechoslovakia’s current membership 
status in the COMECON and Warsaw Pact. We are assuming that the Soviet Union and 
other Warsaw Pact countries which participated in the military invasion of 
Czechoslovakia in 1968 will condemn this intervention, by which the indispensable 
reform process of socialist countries was pushed back for decades.   
 
 [Source: USD AV CR, KC OF Archive, file OF Documents—copy of the computer print 
A4, 2 p. Translated by Caroline Kovtun.] 



List of Goals by the Civic Forum 
 
26 November 1989 
 
What We Want 
 
Programatic directives of the Civic Forum 
 
 Our country finds itself in a deep moral, spiritual, ecological, social, economic 
and political crisis. This crisis is the result of the inactivity of the current political and 
economic system. Almost all the mechanisms necessary for society to properly react to 
the changing internal and external conditions have been eliminated. For interminable 
decades the self-evident principle has not been respected: who has the power must also 
carry the responsibility. All three fundamental powers in the state—legislative, executive 
and judicial power—have landed in the hands of a narrow ruling group, composed almost 
exclusively of CPCz members. Thus the principles of a legitimate state were overturned.  
 The CPCz monopoly on the occupation of all important positions creates an unfair 
vassal system, which cripples the entire society. The people are thus sentenced to play the 
role of mere executors of the orders of the powerful. A slew of fundamental human, civic 
and political rights are denied to them.  
 The directive system of the central leadership of the national economy has plainly 
failed. The promised reconstruction of the economic mechanism is slow, ineffective and 
is not carried out by the necessary political changes.  
 These problems will not be resolved by a substitution of persons in positions of 
power or by the departure of a few politicians from public life.  
 The Civic Forum is therefore pressing for these program goals:  
  
 1. Rights  
 The Czechoslovak Republic must be a legal, democratic state in the spirit of the 
traditions of Czechoslovak statehood and in the spirit of the internationally accepted 
principles, expressed above all in the Universal General Declaration of Human Rights 
and in the International Pact on Civic and Political Rights.  
 A new constitution must be worked out in this spirit, in which the relationship 
between the citizens and the state in particular will be revised in detail. This constitution 
must, of course, be only accepted by a newly elected constitutional assembly. The 
enforcement of civic rights and freedoms will be reliably ensured by a developed system 
of legal guarantees. An independent judiciary must also constitute a constitutional and 
fair judiciary.  
 It will be necessary to gradually make the whole Czechoslovak legal 
establishment consistent with these principles, and ensure that it will be committed not 
only to the citizens, but also to the organs and functionaries of the state.  
 We insist on righting the wrongs done in the past as a result of politically 
motivated persecutions.  
  
 2. The Political System  



 We demand fundamental, effective and lasting changes in the political system of 
our society. We must create anew or renew the democratic institutions and mechanisms, 
which will enable the real participation of all citizens in public affairs and at the same 
time will become an instrumental barrier against the abuse of political and economic 
power. All existing and newly created political parties and other political and social 
groups must have the same opportunities to partake in the free elections of all the 
representational bodies. It is assumed, however, that the CPCz, will relinquish its 
constitutionally ensured leading role in our society and its monopoly over the media. 
Nothing stands in its way of carrying this out as early as tomorrow.  
 Czechoslovakia will be an equal union of both nations and all nationalities, 
observing the principles of a federative state order.  
  
 3. Foreign Policy  
 We are striving for our country to once again occupy a worthy place in Europe 
and in the world. We are a part of Central Europe and we want to therefore maintain good 
relations with all of our neighbors.  
 We are counting on inclusion into European integration. We want to subordinate 
our policy toward our partners in the Warsaw Pact and COMECON to the idea of the 
“Common European home.” We respect our international legal obligations while fully 
reserving our state sovereignty. Meanwhile, we want to revise the agreements motivated 
by the excessive ambitions of the leading representatives of the state.  
  
 4. The National Economy  
 We must abandon the current economic system. It takes away the desire to work 
and wastes its results, plunders the natural resources, destroys the environment and 
increases the total backwardness of Czechoslovakia. We are convinced that this economic 
system is impossible to improve through partial improvements.  
 We want to create a developed market, not deformed by bureaucratic interference. 
Its successful functioning is contingent on the breaking of the monopoly on the positions 
in today=s big businesses, and the creation of true competition. The latter can only be 
created on the basis of a parallel, equal existence of different types of ownership and the 
gradual opening of our economy to the world.  
 The state will, of course, retain in the future a series of irreplaceable functions. It 
will ensure universal economic conditions equal for all, and undertake macro-economic 
regulatory policies with the intent to contain inflation, the growth of foreign debt and 
impending unemployment. Only the state can guarantee the indispensable minimum of 
public and social services and the protection of the environment.  
  
 5. Social Justice  
 Decisive for us, is that conditions be created in the society for the development 
and the assertion of everyone’s ability. The same conditions and the same opportunities 
should be provided for all.  
 Czechoslovakia must be a socially just country in which people receive aid in old 
age, sickness and difficult situations. An important precondition for such a society, 
however, is a prosperous national economy.  



 Churches, communities, businesses and various state volunteer organizations can 
contribute to the creation of a vivid network of social services. Thus the possibilities for 
the assertion of a rare sense of human solidarity, responsibility and love for one’s 
neighbor will be expanded. These humanist principles are necessary for the cementing of 
our society.  
  
 6. The Environment  
 We must all look for a way to renew the harmony between the people and the 
environment. We will strive for a progressive repair of the damages which we have 
inflicted upon nature for the last several decades. We will try to restore our countryside 
and our dwellings to their original beauty, to ensure better protection of nature and 
natural resources. We will accomplish in the shortest possible time a significant 
amelioration in the basic conditions of human life: we will try to ensure quality drinking 
water, clean air and uncontaminated food. We will press for a fundamental amelioration 
in the system of environmental care which will be aimed not only at liquidating the 
current sources of pollution, but first of all at preventing further damages.  
 We will, at the same time, change the composition and objective of the national 
economy, and thus decrease in particular the consumption of energy and raw materials. 
We are aware that this will lead to sacrifices that will touch every one of us. All this 
requires a change in the hierarchy of values and in our lifestyle.  
  
 7. Culture  
 Culture can not be only something for the artists, scholars and teachers, but a way 
of life for the entire civic society. It must be extricated from the chains of any ideology 
and must overcome the artificial separation from world culture. Art and literature can not 
be limited and must be provided many opportunities for publication and contact with the 
public.  
 We will put science and scientific work in the place where it belongs in society. 
We will rule out its naive and demagogic overestimation, as well as its degraded position 
which makes it a tool of the ruling party.  
 A democratic school system should be organized on humanist principles, without 
a state monopoly on education. Society must respect teachers in any type of school and 
must provide them with a space where they can assert their personality. It is necessary to 
return to the universities the rights, which ensure their independence and the freedom of 
the academic soil, and this for professors and students alike.  
 We consider the education of society to be the most valuable national asset. 
Upbringing and education must lead to independent thought and morally responsible 
discussion.  
 This is what we want. Our program today is concise, we are working, however, on 
making it more concrete. The Civic Forum is an open coalition of citizens. We therefore 
call on all who can contribute to this task to do so.  
In Prague on 26 November 1989—6:00 p.m.. 
 
[Source: Ustav pro sodobe dejiny (USD), Akademie ved Ceske republiky (AV CR), 
Koordinacní centrum Obcanskeho fora (KC OF) Archive, file Dokumenty OF.] 
 



The Position of the Civic Forum and Public Against Violence Toward the 
Negotiations with Czechoslovak Prime Minister Ladislav Adamec 
 
Prague, 28 November 1989, 4 p.m. 
 
 The CF believes that the negotiations with the prime minister of the federal 
government, Mr. Ladislav Adamec, and his associates authorizes it to provide the public 
with this information and these proposals:  
 1. The Prime Minister promised the delegation of the CF and PAV [Public 
Against Violence] that he would form a new government by 3 December 1989.  
 2. The Prime Minister announced to the delegation of the CF and PAV that 
tomorrow the CSSR government will present the Federal Assembly with a proposal for a 
constitutional law by which the articles legally establishing the leading role of the CPCz 
and Marxism-Leninism as the state ideology will be expunged.  
 3. The Prime Minister promised the CF and PAV delegation that he would 
immediately discuss with the Prague National Committee the issue of allotting the CF 
rooms, and discuss with other institutions the issue of giving the CF and PAV access to 
the media, including creating conditions for the publication of their own journals.  
 4. The Prime Minister informed the CF and PAV delegation that he had already 
submitted to the President of the republic a proposal for amnesty for political prisoners, 
[and] a list that the CF submitted to the Prime Minister during the previous meeting. The 
CF will challenge the president of the republic to accommodate this proposal at the latest 
by 10 December 1989, which is Human Right’s Day. The Civic Forum is receiving 
information that this list was not complete and therefore the CF and PAV are reserving 
the right to complete it.  
 5. The CF gratefully received the news from Dr. Kueera, the deputy chairman of 
the Federal Assembly [FA], that tomorrow at the meeting of the FA he will propose the 
creation of a special committee for the investigation of the brutal intervention against the 
peaceful demonstration of Prague students on 17 November 1989. CF representatives, 
especially students, will be invited to work on this committee.  
 6. The CF and PAV delegation requested that the new government publish the 
directives of its program declaration as soon as possible, in which it should be obvious 
that the government is prepared to create legal guarantees for securing free elections, 
freedom of assembly and association, freedom of speech and press, for the elimination of 
the state control over the church, for the amendment of the National Defense Act and 
others. It is further necessary to ensure the liquidation of the People’s Militia and 
consider the question of the future existence of political party organizations in all 
workplaces. The CF and PAV delegation also requested that the government turn its 
declaration into visible deeds as soon as possible. The delegation let the federal prime 
minister know that, should the public not be satisfied with the programmatic declaration 
of the government and with its implementation, then at the end of the year the CF and 
PAV will demand that the prime minister resign and that the president of the Republic 
nominate a new prime minister suggested by the CF and PAV, if the President should 
deem it necessary.  
 7. On 29 November 1989, CF and PAV will demand in writing that the President 
of the Republic, Dr. Gustav Husak, step down by 10 December 1989.  



 8. The CF and PAV delegation suggested to the Prime Minister that the 
government of the CSSR submit to the Federal Assembly a proposal for a constitutional 
law by which the representatives of the Federal Assembly, the Czech National Council 
and the Slovak National Council and the national committees of all degrees who have 
broken their oath as representatives and ignored the will and interest of the people, will 
be recalled from their functions. The CF and PAV will propose a system of 
supplementary elections in the nearest future.  
 9. The CF challenges the government and the Federal Assembly to immediately 
condemn the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia by Warsaw Pact troops, and the Federal 
Assembly to request the Highest Soviet of the USSR and the representative organs of the 
Bulgarian People’s Republic and the German Democratic Republic to declare the 
intervention by the armies of five Warsaw. Pact countries in Czechoslovakia a violation 
of the norms of international law and the Warsaw Pact itself, because the intervention 
occurred without the knowledge or agreement of the highest state organs of 
Czechoslovakia.  
 10. The CF believes that this outcome justifies it in challenging every citizen to 
continue working in peace while in a state of readiness to strike. Strike committees can 
transform themselves into civic forums, but can also work along side of them. Students 
and theater workers will decide themselves whether they will end their strike today or 
tomorrow, or whether to continue it. When they decide, however, the CF will support 
their position. The CF and PAV challenge the public to assess itself the results of these 
negotiations and to make their opinion known to the CF and PAV by all accessible 
means.  The Civic Forum and Public Against Violence 28 November 1989 at 4 p.m.  
 
 [Source: USD AV CR, KC OF Archive, file OF Documents—typescript copy A4, 1 p. 
Translated by Caroline Kovtun.] 



Internal Organization of the Civic Forum, 
 
28 November 1989 
 
What We Are 
 
 The Civic Forum is a medium for the renewal of genuine civic positions and life, 
forgotten more than forty years ago. The following text therefore does not contain any 
statutes, it only wants to be a concise guideline for creating local civic forums.  
  
 The internal organization of Civic Forums:  
 
1. The Civic Forum (further only CF) is a spontaneously created citizen movement, 
which is united by the effort to find positive outcomes from the current crisis in our 
society. No one is excluded from this movement who agrees with the program directives 
of the CF, published on 26 November 1989 and who especially refuses the further 
continuation of a political system consisting of one ruling party. We consider the basic 
goal of the CF to be the complete opening of an environment for the creation of political 
pluralism and for the organization of free elections in our country.  
2. It is possible to create a local CF anywhere based on regions, professions or interests 
by citizens, and not institutions. We recommend that membership in the CF be 
established by signing the charter of the local CF organizations; we further recommend 
that an informal coordinating group be established to which the citizens could turn, and 
that its representatives be elected.  
3. Relations between the Coordinating Center and the local CFs:  

a) The CF Coordinating Center and the local CF constitute a unit joined solely by 
the active civic attitude of its members. The Civic Forum does not have a 
complicated hierarchy, only a horizontal net with every local Civic Forum, 
connected to one coordinating center;  
b) The Coordinating Center is just an informational and organizational center, and 
it is in no way an administrative center; its task is to collect information from 
local CFs, exchange it and inform [all local CFs] about past and future activities. 
All local Civic Forums operate completely independently on the local level;  
c) The Coordinating Center represents the Civic Forum in negotiations with 
central state and international institutions, mostly on the basis of suggestions and 
recommendations from the local CF.  

4. The function of the informational center of the CF:  
a) In order to secure informational links, it is necessary to submit in writing to the 
Coordination Center these basic details about the local CF: business, region or 
interest group where the CF was created, precise address, telephone number, 
names of the representatives, number of members (rough estimate at least). These 
data will be entered on file centrally;  
b) Contact with the Coordinating Center—for a period of three weeks starting on 
28 November 1989, the record-keeping, collection of information and consulting 
services of the CF will be located at: Spalova galery, Narodni Trida 30, 110 00 
Praha 1, tel. 268366, 265132, 267529. The new address and telephone line of the 



Coordinating Center will be released promptly. The post office box of the CF: 
632, posta 111 21, Praha 1, Politickych vez 4, Communications Professional 
Training Center entrance. CF account 2346-021, SB S branch Praha 2, Praha 1, 
Vaclavske namesti 42;  
c) Transfer and exchange of information between individual local CFs and the 
Coordinating Center will be ensured in the form of an informational bulletin, 
which will be sent out by the Coordinating Center by means of mass 
communications or exceptionally by telephone.  

5. The orientation of the activity of the local CF: The point of the activity of the local CF 
is the activation of civic behavior of its own free will and discussion in political and 
everyday life. Therefore the Coordinating Center can not and does not want to hand down 
any orders and restrictions, it solely provides suggestions and recommendations.  
6. We believe that the local CFs should concern themselves very soon with these areas of 
activity:  

a) Local CFs should specify and define the opinions of citizens in the broad 
democratic discussion. The discussion should lead to political differentiation, 
which is an indispensable prerequisite for a pluralistic democratic political 
system;  
b) Local Civic Forums can pursue solutions to local problems, which are not 
satisfactorily dealt with by the current social structures. Local CFs can thus 
contribute to the creation of civic home rule or to the transformation of the 
institutional bureaucratic apparatus into a democratic one;  
c) Local CFs can prepare strikes, demonstrations and other activities supporting 
their demands, even the demands of the whole Civic Forum if it should be 
necessary. In this sense, the local CFs are a continuation of the strike committees 
until all the demands of the CF have been met.  
d) Local CFs should support all citizens in all areas where relations with the 
current undemocratic structures results in violations of civic rights in the broadest 
sense of the word. Local CFs are therefore the means for civic self-defense.  

  
 Supplement solely for consultative workers  
 Legally the local CF is a free coalition of citizens, it is not a legal subject and in 
this way does not have any rights or responsibilities. The Civic Forum as a free coalition 
of citizens has the same rights as an individual citizen. If the local CFs should deal with 
money, it is useful to keep it in a safe and enter the contributions and withdrawals into the 
account book and elect a treasurer and auditor. It is useful to provide monetary gifts over 
3,000 Kcs in the form of a deposit book. 
 
The Civic Forum 
Prague, 28 November 1989   
 
[Source: USD AV CR, KC OF Archive, file OF Documents—typescript copy A4, 3 p. 
Translated by Caroline Kovtun.] 
 



Teleprint, Information on the Conclusions of Nation-wide Party Congress held in 
Prague, 
 
28 November 1989 
 
FOR INFORMATION OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMUNIST PARTY OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
 
125 11 Praha 1, Nabrezi Ludvika Svobody 12 
Telephone 2199 
Telegram address: UVKOMSTRANY 
 
Praha, November 1989 
Refer to in answer: 
#UV-145/89 
Issue: 
 
The Central Committee of the CPS, the regional committees of the CPS, CPCz municipal 
committees in Prague and Bratislava district (provincial) committees of the CPS, CPCz 
 
 The nation-wide party caucus which took place in Prague on 28 November 1989 
reached the following conclusions:  
  
 1.The political directive for the plan of action of the entire party over the next few 
days is laid out in the speech of the Secretary General at the Nationwide Party Caucus. 
The program of the party will be prepared by the Presidium of the CC CPCz and 
introduced for discussion in the party.  
  
 2.To acquaint every communist with the discussions of the Caucus, and explain 
the conclusions of its discussion and seek their fulfillment by communists and other 
workers. To strengthen the unity of the party behind the principles of socialism. Trust in 
the party must be supported by well thought-out cadre decisions and not by lack of 
control and certainly not by pressure.  
  
 3. It gives total support and trust to our leadership of the Central Committee and 
its Secretary General, comrade Karel Urbanek, during the discussion of the current 
problems.  
   
 4. The CC CPCz proposes to begin an analysis of the entire forty-year period of 
the construction of socialism, especially the years 1968-1969.  
  
 5. Engage in an active dialogue and cooperate with all who want to build a 
socialist Czechoslovakia. This [includes] those individuals and groups who are 
concentrated in the Civic Forum and uphold these positions. To show at the same time 
the true side of those who, in the name of the citizens, try to break up the socialist 
leadership of our CPCz.  



  
 6. To enable the members of the CPCz expelled from of the party in connection 
with the developments of the years 1968-1969 to return to the CPCz, as long as they are 
in favor of socialism.  
  
 7. The date for the [next] Party Congress was approved by the session of the CC 
CPCz for 26 January 1989. If the situation demands it, call the congress earlier. The CC 
CPCz will decide these questions. It is necessary, however, to immediately initiate the 
preparations and to responsibly choose delegates who will carry the responsibility for the 
ensuing fate of our party and this country.  
  
 8. We refuse the demands for the liquidation of the People’s Militia, basic 
organizations in the workplace and the transfer of party property. The People’s Militia are 
not aimed against our nation, but are necessary to prevent sabotage and revolutionary 
attempts.  
  
 9. The main goal at the present is to secure the fulfillment of all the tasks in the 
national economy. To ensure the continuation of production, supply, operation of services 
and healthcare. The communists must lead by example in these activities.  
  
 10. The caucus repudiated the random attacks of the Civic Forum against the 
president of the republic, for this function must be protected in accordance with our 
Constitution.  
  
 11. The reminders which were introduced at the nation-wide party caucus will be 
used by the Central Committee of the Party in preparation for the emergency congress 
and during the elaboration of the platform of the CPCz. 
 
[Source: SUA, UV, KSC - teleprints and letters, UV-145/89. Obtained by Oldrich Tuma.] 
 



Instructions of the Coordinating Center of the Civic Forum for the Local Forums with a 
Recommendation for Policy Toward the Communists 
 
Prague, 29 November 1989 
 
 In the last two days information is coming from individual Civic Forums in the regions 
and especially in the factories and workplaces about communists becoming members, sometimes 
with intent to control them. We are democrats and therefore we can not prohibit our fellow 
citizens, without regard to their party affiliation, from joining and participating in the new 
structures of the civic movement. It is necessary, however, for all who work in them to be honest 
followers of our movement, the basic goal of which is, as introduced in the declaration on the 
internal organization of the CF from 28 November, “the complete opening of an environment for 
the creation of political pluralism and for the organization of free elections in our country.” A 
person whose actions are in blatant contradiction with efforts to create a democratic [society] 
while fully respecting human rights does not belong here, and it is necessary to expel him from 
the Civic Forum. This without regard to his party affiliation. Such an expulsion is especially 
urgent in those instances where there is a larger group of opponents of democracy [than honest 
members] in the forum. If there is a majority of them anywhere, it is necessary for the followers 
of the civic movement to leave the forum, found a new forum, and release a statement about their 
action. The opponents of democracy are in the minority, let us not let them rule and frighten us! 
In order to avoid such conflicts, we must be careful when accepting new Civic Forum members 
and in particular members of its committees, commissions et. al., especially in those cases when 
CPCz members are applying for work. It is unacceptable for any kind of group within the CF (for 
example, CPCz members, but also others) to assert their so-called party discipline, according to 
which all the members of this group are bound to a common plan of action, including those who 
would otherwise disagree with the plan.  
 The existence of various political and social groups, including communist ones, their 
activity and their influence over public opinion is, on the contrary, very demanding outside of the 
framework of the forums and certainly should not develop into discrimination against any group 
during speeches at public gatherings, in workers’ and local presses etc.  
 We can only build democracy by democratic means!  
 In some establishments and places, civic activities are coming up against refusals to 
negotiate with Forum representatives by the organs of state power, national committees, business 
managements etc. It usually occurs where the forums have not yet gained greater support from 
fellow citizens or co-workers. Only one thing will help in this situation: turn to the citizens and 
factory workers, inform them of your activity and challenge them to take part in it. If you will be 
many, no chairman of a national committee or factory director will refuse to negotiate with you.  
 
[Source:USD AV CR , KC OF Archive, file OF Documents—typescript copy A4, 1 p. Translated 
by Caroline Kovtun.]. 
 
 





























Malta Summit 
 
2-3 December 1989  
 
 M. S. Gorbachev: I welcome you, Mr. President, and also the members of the 
American delegation, on board the Soviet cruise ship “Maxim Gorky.” The initiative to 
hold this meeting was yours. I would like to start by saying that we view the President’s 
initiative favorably.  
  
 G. Bush: Thank you very much.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I think what has been occurring in a peaceful evolution prompts 
the USSR and the US to have such meetings. It has not only taken place but much else is 
taking place. That’s the main thing. Therefore we need a new, extensive dialogue which 
would be organically connected with those changes and the new conditions with which 
we have to deal in the international arena. We should do business differently, suitable to 
the changes. Therefore it is already impossible to restrict ourselves to activities at the 
foreign ministers’ level. Reality dictates the need for more frequent working meetings 
and contacts between the leaders of our countries.  
 This meeting is probably a prelude to an official meeting with you. Nevertheless it 
will have its own significance. Generally, the unofficial meetings which impress me are 
not accompanied by special formalities. We have been conducting a substantive 
correspondence. But it is very important to sit at a table and talk. This has not only 
symbolic significance for the USSR and the US, but for the entire world.  
 In the Soviet Union and the United States, and yes, in the whole world, people 
hope that the talks in Malta will become not only a positive symbol of our relations, but 
bring results.  
 Let our experts work side by side with their presidents. Opportunities will be 
created for them to do this.  
 Again, I sincerely welcome you, Mr. President.  
  
 G. Bush: Thank you for your kind words. I indeed suggested this meeting. But I 
proceeded from the belief that the idea of such talks would also be useful for the Soviet 
side. Therefore I think that we are prepared to begin a meeting with you. When, on the 
way from Paris to Washington this summer, I was editing a draft of my letter to you 
about the issue of this meeting, I realized that I was changing my previous position by 
180 degrees. This change in our approach has found understanding among the American 
people.  
 Several important events have occurred in the international arena since the idea 
arose to hold the present summit meeting. I expect that during the upcoming exchange of 
opinions we can share our evaluations of these events, not only of those in Eastern 
Europe, but those in other regions as well in order to understand one another’s positions 
better and more deeply. I favor having this exchange of opinions not only between the 
delegations but in one-on-one talks. I think that we ought to meet more often.  
  



 M. S. Gorbachev: Agreed. I have the feeling that we have already discussed this, 
and that this meeting is a continuation of our useful conversations.  
  
 G. Bush: Yes, this is right. We have already had productive discussions. I would 
like for you to allow me to describe some ideas of the American side in summary form.  
 I completely agree with what you said about the importance of our meeting in 
Malta. I prepared quite similar points in my notes. Therefore I won’t repeat myself.  
 About our attitude to perestroika. I would like to express with all certainty that I 
completely agree with what you said in New York [during Gorbachev’s visit to the UN]: 
that the world would be better off for perestroika’s success. Until recently, there were still 
some doubters on that score in the US. Then in New York you said that there are certain 
circles which did not want perestroika to succeed. I cannot say that there are no such 
elements in the US. But I can say with all certainty that seriously thinking people in the 
US do not hold such views.  
 But the changes in Eastern Europe and the entire process of perestroika influence 
these changes in the American mindset. Of course, there are differing points of view 
among analysts and experts. But you can be confident that you are dealing with a US 
administration and also with a Congress that wants your reforms to be successful.  
 I would now like to describe a number of positive steps which, in our opinion, 
could define in general terms the direction of our joint work to prepare for an official 
summit meeting in the US. […]  
 Some comments about economic questions. I want to inform you that my 
administration intends to take steps directed at preventing the Jackson-Vanik amendment 
2 , which prohibits granting the Soviet Union most-favored nation status, from going into 
force… 
 I would also like to report that the administration has adopted a policy of 
repealing the Stevenson and Byrd amendments which restrict the possibility of granting 
credits to the Soviet side. […]  
 These measures, which the administration is proposing right now in the area of 
Soviet-American relations, are restrained [vyderzhany] in the appropriate spirit: they are 
not at all directed at demonstrating American superiority. And in this sense, as we 
understand it, they correspond with your attitude. We in the US, of course, are deeply 
confident of the advantages of our way of economic management. But that is not the 
issue right now. We have been striving to draw up our proposals so as not to create the 
impression that America “is saving” the Soviet Union. We are not talking about an aid 
program, but a cooperative program.  
 After the Jackson-Vanik amendment is repealed, favorable conditions will arise to 
remove the restrictions on granting credits. The American administration is not thinking 
about granting aid but about creating conditions for the development of effective 
cooperation on economic issues. We have in mind sending the Soviet side our proposals 
on this matter in the form of a document. It concerns a number of serious projects in the 
areas of finance, statistics, market operations, etc. […]  
 I would like to say a few words to explain our position regarding the Soviet side’s 
desire to gain observer status at GATT. Previously we had a difference of opinions on the 
subject, the US was opposed to the USSR joining this organization. This position has 
now been reexamined. We are [now] in favor of the Soviet side being granted observer 



status at GATT. In doing so, we are proceeding from the belief that Soviet participation 
in GATT would help it familiarize itself with the conditions, the functioning, and the 
development of the world market. […]  
 There is one more area to use new approaches in a plan to develop economic 
cooperation. I have in mind the establishment of ties with the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development. This would provide a good framework for cooperation on 
economic questions through East-West channels. The administration is in favor of 
moving actively in this direction. […]  
 G. Bush next switches to regional problems, describing the US position regarding 
the situation in Central America. Then he suggested moving on to disarmament issues.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Agreed.  
  
 G. Bush: You know that my administration is in favor of ridding mankind of 
chemical weapons. Today I would like to describe our new proposal which will contain a 
certain shift [podvizhka]. If the Soviet side consents in principle to our proposal about 
chemical weapons which was described in my speech to the UN General Assembly in 
September, then, in the framework of this approach, the US could undertake to renounce 
our program of modernization--that is, the further production of binary weapons, after a 
comprehensive convention prohibiting chemical weapons goes into force.  
 On the practical level this means that even in the near future both sides could 
reach agreement about a considerable reduction of chemical weapon stockpiles, bringing 
this amount to 20% of the amount of CW [Chemical Warfare] agents the US presently 
has in its arsenal, and, 8 years after the convention goes into force, to 2%. We propose to 
pursue work in such a manner that, by the time of the summit in the US in the middle of 
next year, a draft bilateral agreement will have been prepared which would then be 
signed.  
 About conventional weapons. Although serious efforts will be needed for this, 
including those associated with the need to overcome certain obstacles not only on our 
side but in other countries, let’s say in France, one could count on reaching agreement as 
early as next year. It appears in this regard that we could put forward such a goal: to 
orient ourselves toward signing agreements about radical reductions of conventional 
forces in Europe in 1990, signing such an agreement during a summit of representatives 
of the countries which participate in the talks in Vienna.  
 Concerning the issue of a future agreement about reducing strategic offensive 
weapons. The American side is trying to provide the proper impetus to the talks on this 
subject. We are in favor of resolving all remaining key questions through joint efforts 
before the upcoming summit meeting in the US. We also do not exclude the possibility 
that a draft treaty on reducing strategic offensive weapons, and the documents associated 
with it, will be completely worked out. The treaty could be signed during the summit in 
this case.  
 We proceed from the position that at the upcoming Soviet-American talks at the 
foreign-minister level, solutions could be found in the near future to such problems as the 
procedure for counting long-range air- launched cruise missiles, enciphered telemetry, 
limitations on undeployed missiles, etc. The American side plans to form its own position 



on these issues just before the foreign ministers’ meeting, which could take place at the 
end of January, and will set them forth at the talks.  
 We are also planning to send instructions to our delegation at the Geneva talks 
that the previous American proposal to prohibit mobile ICBMs [Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missiles] be permanently withdrawn.  
 I would like to call upon the Soviet side to again return to the question of 
limitations on the SS-18 ICBMs. We are in favor of prohibiting the modernization of 
these missiles and of the Soviet side considering the possibility of deeper unilateral 
reductions in their numbers.  
 The resolution of the issue of preventing the proliferation of missiles and missile 
technology is gaining ever greater significance at the present time. In this regard the 
United States welcomes the accession of the Soviet Union to the regime of limitations 
which seven Western countries having been observing.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: This question is already at the discussion stage.  
  
 G. Bush: We would like to raise the question about the possibility of the Soviet 
Union publishing information about their military budget in approximately the same 
detail as is done in the United States. It appears that our publications give a quite 
complete picture of what activity is being carried out in the military field in our country. I 
am confident that your intelligence agencies can authoritatively testify to this.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: On the contrary, they report to me that you do not publish 
everything.  
  
 G. Bush: I am confident that the publication of more detailed information about 
military budgets on a mutual basis would facilitate the growth of [mutual] trust in this 
entire area.  
  
 I would like to touch on several questions which are important for the future…  
  
 The issue of protecting the environment is acquiring special urgency at the present 
time. Now we have to take into account even the economic consequences of the changes 
in the global climate. In several Western countries, feelings are emerging in favor of 
preventing such changes to phase out even necessary economic activity as much as 
possible.  
  
 We are trying to approach these issues rationally and avoid extremes. At the 
present time the USSR and US are actively working in a committee to prepare an 
international conference on the climate under the aegis of the UN. This is cause for 
satisfaction. In the future we plan to take two more important steps in this direction. First, 
after work in the committee is completed by autumn of next year, we plan to host a 
conference in the US to work out a framework agreement on climate change issues.  
  
 Protection of the environment requires the attention of eminent representatives of 
science. I have instructed White House Science Adviser Dr. [Alan] Bromley [Translator’s 



note: incorrectly rendered as “Romli” in Russian] to convene a conference on ecology in 
the spring of next year in which the best scientific energies [sily] as well as the leaders of 
the appropriate agencies from many countries of the world could participate. I hope that 
Soviet representatives will also come to this forum.  
  
 The development of cooperation between nations depends in large part on the 
participation of youth in this process. Student exchanges are called upon to play a great 
role here. We propose that it be arranged, so that such an exchange in the 1990-1991 
school year be increased by 1,000 students from each side. This would mean carrying out 
such an expansion from young people under age 25. At the same time special, attention 
would be devoted to an exchange of students who are studying humanities and sociology 
[sic]. Such a practice would be quite rewarding with respect to all kinds of programs in 
the field of agriculture.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Thank you for your interesting ideas. It’s possible that this is 
the best evidence that the administration of President Bush has shaped its policy in the 
Soviet-American direction. I intend to touch on several specific issues later.  
  
 But right now I would like to make a number of comments of a philosophical 
nature. It seems to me that it is very important for us to talk with you about what 
conclusions can be drawn from past experience, from the “Cold War.” What has 
happened remains in history. Such, if you will, is the privilege of the historical process. 
However, to try to analyze the course of previous events-- this is our direct responsibility. 
Why is this necessary? Certainly we can say that we have all ended up at historical 
crossroads. Completely new problems have arisen before humanity which people had not 
previously anticipated. And what about it--will we decide them using old approaches? 
Simply nothing would come out of this.  
  
 By no means should everything that has happened be considered in a negative 
light. We have managed to avoid a large-scale war for 45 years. This single fact alone 
says that not everything was so bad in the past. Nevertheless, one conclusion is obvious--
reliance on force, on military superiority, and the associated arms race have not been 
justified. Our two countries obviously understand this better than others.  
  
 And confrontation arising from ideological convictions has not justified itself 
either; as a result of this we ended up swearing at one another. We reached a dangerous 
brink and it is good that we managed to stop. It is good that now mutual trust between our 
countries has emerged.  
  
 Yes, and reliance on an unequal exchange between developed and 
underdeveloped countries has also been a failure. On what terms? The former colonial 
powers gained much from this exchange. But so many problems arose in the developing 
world which literally grabbed all of us by the throat. So everything is interconnected.  
  
 Cold War methods, methods of confrontation, have suffered defeat in strategic 
terms. We have recognized this. And ordinary people have possibly understood this even 



better. I do not want to preach here. People simply meddle in policymaking. Ecological 
problems, problems of preserving natural resources, and problems connected with the 
negative consequences of technological progress have arisen. All of this is completely 
understandable since we are essentially talking about the issue of survival. And this kind 
of public sentiment is strongly affecting us, the politicians.  
  
 Therefore we together--the USSR and the US--can do a lot at this stage to 
radically change our old approaches. We had felt this even in our contacts with the 
Reagan administration. And this process continues right now. Look how we have 
confided in one another.  
  
 We lag behind the mood of the people at the political level. And this is 
understandable since various forces influence leaders. It is good that [Chief of the 
General Staff] Marshal Akhromeyev and your [National Security] Adviser, [General 
Brent] Scowcroft understand the problems which arise in the military field. But there are 
people in both countries--and there are many of them--who simply scare us. Many people 
working in the defense sector are used to their profession and for whom it is not easy to 
change their way of thinking. And all the same, this process has begun.  
  
 Why have I begun with this? The thesis is consistently advanced in American 
political circles that the Soviet Union “has begun its perestroika and is changing policy 
under the influence of the ‘Cold War’ policy.” They say that everything is collapsing in 
Eastern Europe [that] and this also “confirms the correctness of those who relied on ‘Cold 
War’ methods.” And if this is so, then nothing needs to be changed in this policy. We 
need to increase strong- arm pressure and prepare more baskets in order to catch more 
fruit. Mr. President, this is a dangerous delusion.  
  
 I have noticed that you see all this. I know that you have to listen to 
representatives of different circles. However, your public statements, as well as specific 
proposals directed at the development of cooperation between the USSR and US which 
you spoke of today, mean that President Bush has formed a certain idea about the world, 
and it corresponds to the challenges of the time.  
  
 Of course, each side makes their own independent choice. But it is clear that when 
we talk about relations between the USSR and the US, mistakes and oversights in policy 
are impermissible. It is impossible to assume that our policy is built on misconceptions, 
both in relations with one another and in relations with other countries.  
  
 Initially, I was even thinking of expressing something of a reproach. To say that 
the President of the United States has not once expressed his support for perestroika, 
wished it success, and noted that the Soviet Union itself should deal with its own reforms. 
What we were expecting from the President of the United States was not only statements, 
but specific steps in accordance with these statements.  
  



 Now there are both statements and these steps. I am drawing this conclusion 
having heard what you have just said. Despite the fact that these are only plans for steps. 
But this is very important.  
  
 Second consideration. A great regrouping of forces is underway in the world. It is 
clear that we are going from a bipolar to a multipolar world. Whether we like it or not, we 
will have to deal with a united, integrated European economy. We could discuss the issue 
of Western Europe separately. Whether we want it or not, Japan is one more center of 
world politics. At one time you and I were talking about China. This is one more huge 
reality which neither we nor you should play against the other. And it is necessary to 
think about what to do, so that China does not feel excluded from all the processes which 
are taking place in the world.  
  
 All these, I repeat, are huge events typical of a regrouping of forces in the world. I 
am watching India’s policy. This is a dynamic policy. I have talked many times with 
Rajiv Gandhi. India has a deliberate approach, striving to establish good relations, both 
with us and you.  
  
 But what is our role in this regrouping? Very serious things ensue from this. We 
began to discuss this question with [former Secretary of State George P.] Shultz. Once 
during the conversations he showed us diagrams describing the changes which would 
occur by the end of the century in economic relations between the leading countries of 
the world. And now it is simply necessary to understand the roles of the USSR and US in 
these huge changes. They cannot always be accompanied by the quiet flow of events.  
  
 And now Eastern Europe. Its share of the world economy is not very great. But 
look how we are all tense. What should our form of actions be, our cooperation?  
  
 And what is waiting ahead for us with regard to the economy, the environment, 
and other problems? We need to think together about this, too.  
  
 We in the Soviet leadership have been reflecting about this for a long time and 
have come to the conclusion that the US and USSR are simply “doomed” to dialogue, 
coordination, and cooperation. There is no other choice.  
  
 But to do this we need to get rid of the view of one another as enemies. Much of 
this stays in our brains. And we need to keep in mind that it is impossible to view our 
relations only at the military level.  
  
 All this means that we are proposing a Soviet- American condominium. We’re 
talking about realities. And this does not at all cast doubt on our relations with our allies 
and current cooperation with other countries. An understanding of all this is necessary. I 
do not think that all this has happened yet. We have only entered into the process of 
mutual understanding.  
  



 You raised the question: what kind of a Soviet Union is in the US interest--a 
dynamic, stable, solid one, or one struggling with all kinds of problems. I am informed 
about the type of advice they give you.  
  
 As far as we are concerned, we are interested in the US feeling confident from the 
point of view of solving its national security problems and making progress. This thought 
is present in all the conversations with my counterparts in the West. And there have been 
hundreds of such meetings. I think that any other approach is dangerous. Any reliance on 
ignoring internal processes, a reluctance to consider the real interests of the US in the 
world--these are dangerous policies.  
  
 But the US, too, has to consider the interests of other countries. In the meantime 
there is still the desire to teach, to pressure, and to grab by the throat. There is yet more. 
We know all this. Therefore I would like to hear your opinion on this score since we are 
talking about how to build a bridge between our countries: across the river or alongside it.  
  
 Since the President still has much time to lead such a country as the US, there 
should be clarity. I think that we will not bring it up after this meeting. But the main 
issues need to be investigated. I repeat: clarity is necessary. All the rest--the specifics and 
the frequency--in the final account are organically connected with mutual under- standing 
on these fundamental issues. […]  
  
 G. Bush: You have noted, I hope, that, as changes occur in Eastern Europe, the 
United States has not come out with arrogant pronouncements directed at causing harm to 
the Soviet Union. Meanwhile some people in the US accuse me of excessive caution. 
True, I am a cautious person, but not at all timid, and my administration is trying to do 
nothing which would lead to undermining your position. But something else has been 
consistently suggested to me--as they say, climb the Berlin Wall and make high-sounding 
pronouncements. The administration, however, is not going to resort to such steps and is 
trying to conduct itself with restraint.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: […] I want to react to the ideas expressed by you at the 
beginning of the conversation. I welcome your words. I find in them a display of political 
will. This is important to me.  
  
 And from my personal experience, and from the experience of cooperation with 
President Reagan, I know how we have more than once ended up in such a situation on 
disarmament issues when everything came to a stop and got bogged down. The 
delegations sat in Geneva and drank coffee, but no business was conducted.  
  
 Then I received a letter from President Reagan. I read it carefully and came to the 
conclusion that it contained no conclusions. Of course, I could have written a formal 
reply but I don’t care for wordy rehashing. It was necessary to take a decisive step. Thus 
the idea of a meeting in Reykjavik arose. The results of the Reykjavik talks scared some 
people. But in reality Reykjavik became a genuine breakthrough on arms control issues. 
After this, the entire negotiating mechanism started working actively and effectively.  



 
 Or take another field--economic relations. There are limited opportunities here to 
move forward. Political will is needed in order to overcome these restraints. A signal 
from the President is needed. American businessmen are disciplined people, and they will 
react to a display of new thinking in economics.  
  
 The delegations at the talks in Geneva have squeezed literally everything out of 
the directives they have. It is necessary to give momentum to all the work. I noted your 
ideas in this regard. They seem to me to be deserving of attention.  
  
 Thank you for putting issues of bilateral cooperation in first place. We are ready 
to discuss these issues.  
  
 This situation often arises: when the question is about our relations with you, they 
tell us--if you agree with the Americans we will support it. But as soon as we come to an 
agreement they cry--“a new Yalta.” This is, in general, natural. Much depends on our 
work with our allies and the non-aligned countries.  
  
 We will move to adapt our new economy to the world economy. Therefore we 
attach significance to participation in the GATT system and other international economic 
organizations. We think that it will benefit our perestroika and allow us to better 
understand how the world economic mechanism functions.  
  
 Earlier the US took a negative position regarding the question of the USSR’s 
participation in world economic organizations. They said that USSR’s participation in 
GATT would politicize the activity of this organization. I think this is a vestige of old 
attitudes. Actually, there was a time when we put ideological goals first. And, by the way, 
you [did] too. It is a difficult time now, and there are different criteria, different 
processes, and these processes will not reverse themselves.  
   
 […] We are permitting various kinds of property to function in our country. We 
will pursue matters so that the ruble will become convertible. Perestroika is taking place 
in COMECON 8 in order to bring the operating principles of this organization closer to 
the generally accepted standards of the world economy.  
  
 Now about Central America. […]  
  
 I want to stress again: we do not pursue any goals in Central America. We do not 
want to seize bridgeheads or strongpoints there. You should be confident of this.  
  
 Let us return to the problems of disarmament. We know the US approach to the 
solution of the problem of chemical weapons. However, earlier an important element was 
lacking in this approach--the readiness of the US to cease the production of binary 
weapons after a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons came into force. Now 
this element has appeared, and it is quite important. There is movement here.  
 



 Thus both of us think that a global prohibition is necessary. We will maintain this 
goal. But we will get to it through bilateral measures and specific stages. Let us have the 
foreign ministers discuss this.  
  
 G. Bush: The issue of proliferation of chemical weapons is also very urgent. I 
hope that our experts will touch on this theme [as well].  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Agreed.  
  
 Now about the Vienna talks and the reduction of conventional weapons in 
Europe. You have spoken in favor of concluding an agreement on this most important 
problem in 1990 and signing it at a summit. Our approaches coincide here. We are 
prepared for active and constructive cooperation to achieve the designated goal. There 
are, of course, difficulties. But I will not get into details.  
  
 About the strategic armaments limitation talks. Political will is needed here to 
give momentum to the work underway. I have been listening to you carefully, and you 
have specified some elements. But unfortunately I did not hear mention of the problem of 
sea-launched cruise missiles [SLCM; Russian acronym: KRMB: krylatye rakety 
morskogo bazirovaniya].  
  
 Realistic conditions are developing right now to prepare a draft treaty on strategic 
offensive weapons for signature before our meeting next year. And if a solution to 
KRMB [SLCM] has not been found by this time, then serious difficulties will arise. You 
have an enormous advantage here. The American side needs to think this issue over again 
in the context of what I have said.  
  
 G. Bush: This is a problem.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: We are not trying for mirror symmetry. Each side has its own 
choice [to reach]. Each country has its own choice, each is in a [unique] situation and has 
a different armed forces structure.  
  
 But it is impossible to ignore KRMB [SLCM] in conducting affairs toward a 
reduction of strategic offensive weapons. The US has a substantive advantage in this 
area. Put yourself in our place. Our Supreme Soviet will not agree to ratify a treaty if the 
problem of KRMB [SLCM] is passed over.  
  
 I very much welcome your suggestions about the environment. You can proceed 
from the premise that our experts will take an active part in the conference on ecological 
problems which the White House staff has planned.  
  
 I am glad that you touched on the expansion of student exchanges. We began this 
good work during in the Reagan presidency. It is easier for young people to find a 
common language. And I am confident that they will make their contribution to the 
positive development of Soviet- American relations.  



  
 In summary, I would like to stress again that the steps that you have described and 
spoken of here have made me happy. The Soviet-American dialogue has gained a certain 
dynamic. And new efforts, new steps are necessary to give it a second breath. […]  
  
 
* * *  
  
 [The talks continued on 3 December 1989.]  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I will say right away: we are satisfied with the work which was 
done yesterday but think that there are opportunities to move forward even further. If you 
do not object then I would like to begin first. After all, today I am your guest[–]  
  
 G. Bush: I like “my ship” very much.  
  
 Speaking seriously, we would like to express our great thanks for the excellent 
opportunity to work offered to our delegation on the Soviet liner. Although the press is 
besieging me right now, tossing out questions about the brevity of our conversation 
yesterday, I do not think that the changes in the program have substantially influenced the 
substance of our conversations. For our part, I think our discussion has been very good 
and productive since we, for instance, have essentially continued the conversation 
through breakfast.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Yes, we have counted and it turns out that the conversations 
lasted over five hours.  
  
 Although we have not yet begun to discuss the main issues, I would like to make 
one suggestion of an organizational nature to you. Why not hold a joint press conference? 
I think there would be great positive symbolism in this.  
 
 G. Bush: A good idea. I agree in principle. I am only afraid that our American 
journalists might think that I am avoiding their questions if I decide [not to hold] a 
separate press conference. 
  
 Possibly we will hold a press conference in several parts: at first we will talk 
together with journalists, and then I will reply to questions from our own people.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I have also planned to meet with Soviet television after our 
joint press conference. So this works for me.  
  
 G. Bush: That is fine. So it is agreed.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Mr. President, yesterday I reacted very briefly to the ideas you 
expressed about military- political issues. Today it is our turn. I believe that our position 



in this area is also of considerable interest to you. I will correct my description 
considering yesterday’s exchange of opinions.  
  
 Although this is an informal meeting all the same, we are meeting for the first 
time in this capacity. And I would like to begin with several statements of principle.  
  
 First of all, a new US President should know that the Soviet Union will not start a 
war under any circumstances. This is so important that I would like to personally repeat 
this declaration to you. Moreover, the USSR is prepared to no longer consider the US as 
its enemy and openly say so. We are open to cooperation with America, including 
cooperation in the military sphere. That is the first thing.  
  
 Second point. We are in favor of ensuring mutual security through joint efforts. 
The Soviet leadership is devoted to a continuation of the process of disarmament in all 
directions. We consider it necessary and urgent to get past the arms race and prevent the 
creation of exotic new kinds of weapons.  
  
 I note in passing that we welcome the process of cooperation which has begun 
between our militaries. In particular, we are appreciative of the opportunity afforded to 
the Soviet minister of defense to become acquainted with the US armed forces.  
  
 One more consideration of principle. We have adopted a defensive doctrine. 
Many explanations have been given to you that this is so. Our armed forces are already 
involved in deep changes. The structure of the military grouping in Central Europe is 
becoming defensive: there are fewer tanks in divisions now, and amphibious crossing 
equipment is being withdrawn. The deployment of aircraft is also being changed: strike 
aviation is being assigned to the second echelon, and fighters, which are defensive 
aircraft, are being moved to the forward lines. 
   
 We are not making a secret of our plans for perestroika of the armed forces. The 
Soviet military is ready at any time to meet their American colleagues, present the 
necessary information, and discuss issues which arise.  
  
 But reciprocal issues arise. At the same time as the Soviet Union has adopted and 
is implementing a particularly defensive doctrine, the United States continues to be 
guided by a flexible response strategy adopted more than 20 years ago. Earlier this would 
have been justified. However, now when it is recognized at the military- political level 
that a threat from the Warsaw Pact no longer exists, we naturally ask the question: why 
does the US delay perestroika of its own armed forces? I have familiarized myself with 
the long--about 60 pages--Brussels Declaration. And, unfortunately, I have noticed that 
there is as of yet no progress planned on the part of NATO in [its] attitudes at the 
doctrinal level in this most important area.  
 The next issue of principle. We have already touched on it in some measure in 
examining the dynamics of the negotiation process. However, I would like to return to 
this problem and select one very important point.  



 The two of us have recognized that, as a result of the arms race, absolutely 
inconceivable military power was created on both sides. We have come to the common 
conclusion that such a situation was fraught with catastrophic [dangers]. We have started 
to act in the right direction and have displayed political will. A most important 
negotiation process was launched, in which issues of nuclear arms reductions moved to 
the forefront. 
  
 G. Bush: Please forgive me for interrupting you, but I would like in this context to 
express my thanks for the deeply symbolic gift which you sent me via Ambassador 
[Anatoly] Dobrynin--a souvenir made from scrapped missiles.  
 
 M. S. Gorbachev: Yes. The INF [Intermediate Nuclear Forces] Treaty became a 
historic watershed.  
  
 Generally, good prospects are opening up, and your comments yesterday have 
only convinced me of the idea that a reliable basis for further movement has been created.  
  
 But what worries us? Up to now one of the three basic components of military 
power, the naval forces, has remained beyond negotiations. Both previous 
administrations, and now the current administration, have reacted emotionally to this 
issue being raised. Moreover, there is no encroachment on American security here. I want 
to declare with all responsibility that we are considering the interests of the US. Your 
country is a naval power, and its critically important lines of communications pass 
through seas and oceans. The development of naval forces is both a historic tradition for 
you and an entire system in science, industry, and deeply integrated economic interests. 
Therefore it is not so easy to change the attitude here. We well understand this inasmuch 
as we ourselves are experiencing similar difficulties in other areas of military policy.  
  
 But what will come of this? Even from the beginning of the 1950s we were 
literally ringed by a network of military bases. There were more than 500,000 men, 
hundreds of combat airplanes, and powerful fleet forces on them. The US has 15 carrier 
strike formations and about 1,500 combat aircraft. And such enormous forces are either 
deployed at our shores or can show up there at any moment. I am not talking about 
strategic submarines--even if they fall under YaVK negotiations. As a result of the 
Vienna talks, we will considerably reduce the level of confrontation on the ground. As I 
have already said, there are good prospects for concluding a treaty about limiting 
strategic offensive weapons. Under these conditions we have the right to count on the 
threat to the Soviet Union from the sea also being reduced. 
  
 Our ministers have already talked about this. I am taking the initiative myself and 
officially raising the question of starting talks on the problems of naval forces. When they 
begin, we should display flexibility here. Let there be confidence-building measures at 
first, then a general reduction in the scale of naval activity. Then when our positions are 
clarified at the same time in Geneva and Vienna, the time will come to deal with the 
question of naval force reductions in earnest.  
  



 I will say beforehand that we will take a realistic position. In particular, we realize 
that the US has other problems besides the Soviet armed forces. But all the same again, it 
is necessary to stress with all certainty that, however important the security of Europe is 
to the US and its allies, we are just as interested in security on the seas and oceans.  
  
 Now, after describing some of our fundamental approaches I would like to 
comment on individual negotiation problems. Since we had earlier agreed not to get into 
detail, I, like you yesterday, will restrict myself to the main things.  
  
 It would be desirable if we achieved clarity, at least regarding three important 
negotiating positions. First, let our ministers and military experts clarify the interrelation- 
ship of the future START treaty and the ABM treaty.  Second, we consider it quite 
important--and [Soviet Foreign Minister] E. A. Shevardnadze’s initiatives in Wyoming 
are evidence of this--to agree about the rules for counting heavy bombers and air-
launched strategic cruise missiles. If we take the present American formula, the US can 
end up not with 6,000 but with 8,500 war- heads. We are not trying to haggle for 
anything here for ourselves: it is necessary to accept only the factual aspect of the matter 
as a basis. 
   
 The third problem which I have already dwelled on is sea-based strategic cruise 
missiles. 
   
 There are, of course, other issues, but right now I will not talk about them. If I 
have understood the President correctly then we are setting ourselves general guideposts: 
at minimum to resolve all the large remaining issues before the summit in Washington, 
and by the end of next year to sign the START treaty itself.  
  
 And one more important point. As I understand, Akhromeyev and Scowcroft have 
“chased it off.” The Soviet and American navies have nuclear weapons, both strategic-
ballistic missile submarines and sea-launched cruise missiles as well as tactical: short-
range sea-launched cruise missiles, nuclear torpedoes and mines. The strategic nuclear 
component of naval forces is a subject of the Geneva talks. That leaves tactical nuclear 
weapons. Although this is an unofficial conversation, I am proposing to begin official 
discussions. The Soviet Union is ready to completely liquidate naval tactical nuclear 
weapons on a mutual basis. Such a radical step would simplify immediately the 
procedures of monitoring its implementation. 
  
 Now some words about Vienna. On the whole, I agree with the evaluation of the 
talks which the President gave. However, three important problems remain here. First, 
this is an issue of reducing not only armaments but also personnel of the armed forces. 
We have been proposing to reduce them to 1,300,000 men on each side, that is by one 
million on both sides. NATO representatives do not agree but for some reason do not 
give their own figures. I think that people simply will not understand us if we limit 
ourselves only to arms reductions since enormous [force] groupings oppose one another 
in Europe. 
   



 Second issue, the reduction of the numbers of troops on foreign soil. We propose 
to limit them to a ceiling of 300,000 men. But we are being pulled in another direction--to 
reduce only Soviet and American troops. But there are also British, French, Belgian, 
Dutch, and Canadian troops. In short, they are proposing a solution unfair to us.  
  
 Now about the problem of air forces. We have proposed a level for each alliance 
of 4,700 tactical frontal aviation aircraft and a separate level for interceptors. But here 
this matter has been moving slowly so far. We propose that special attention be paid to 
this issue at the next meeting of ministers.  
  
 Briefly about the President’s “Open Skies” proposal. We support it. We will 
participate in the Ottawa conference. We favor joint effective work with the US. It seems 
to us there is substantial leeway [rezervy] in this proposal. Let our ministers and military 
specialists discuss expansion of the status of openness to the oceans and the seas, space, 
and land. […]  
  
 Summarizing what I have said, I would like to stress again with all my strength 
that we favor peaceful relations with the US. And proceeding from this very precondition 
we propose to transform the present military confrontation. This is the main thing.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Maybe we will now close the books on the discussion of 
military issues and talk about Europe, and give some thought to how to regard the 
processes of cooperation developing there?  
  
 G. Bush: An excellent idea. But let me add some words. I am very satisfied with 
the cooperation of our diplomatic departments both in the military and other areas. I think 
that these channels for discussing military political problems are now organically 
supplementing the contacts for which Akhromeyev and [Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff Admiral William] Crowe have laid the basis. The meetings of military specialists 
have helped military matters quite a bit and I hope that we will develop this practice.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: We indeed favor doing just that.  
  
 G. Bush: I will say openly: our military has enormous influence on NATO. I have 
now charged them with doing an analysis of the military expenditures of the US and the 
West as a whole and presenting appropriate recommendations. I think that in this 
important period, contacts between our two militaries have special significance.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: That is why we are telling them to meet more often. Did you 
want to speak first about European matters?  
  
 G. Bush: You are closer to Europe, but I would like to anticipate our conversation 
with some comments.  
  



 First of all, I admit that we were shaken by the rapidity of the unfolding changes. 
We have a high opinion of your personal reaction and the reaction of the Soviet Union as 
a whole to these dynamic and at the same time fundamental changes.  
  
 Yesterday, when talking eye to eye, we discussed the problem of the reunification 
of Germany, although without going into detail. I hope you understand that it is 
impossible to demand of us that we disapprove of German reunification. At the same 
time we are aware how much of a delicate, sensitive problem this is. We are trying to act 
with a certain restraint. I will formulate this thought somewhat differently: neither I nor 
representatives of my administration want to be in a position which would be viewed as 
provocative. I am stressing this point.  
  
 One more example of our policy with regard to Eastern Europe. We have sent a 
high-level delegation to Poland. It includes my senior diplomatic advisers, other 
representatives of the administration, business people, trade union leaders, etc. They have 
gone there not to create difficulties for you but to explain to the Poles what mechanisms, 
in our opinion, are effective in the economic sphere.  
  
 Without dwelling on each Eastern European country, I will share only the thought 
that we well understand the significance of the section of the [1975] Helsinki Act about 
national borders in Europe.  
  
 Of course, I am ready to respond to any questions you have. Nothing interests me 
more than how you view the possibility of moving beyond the status quo.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I do not agree that we are “closer to Europe.” Both the USSR 
and the US are integrated into European problems to different degrees. We understand 
your involvement in Europe very well. To look otherwise at the role of the US in the Old 
World is unrealistic, mistaken, and finally, not constructive. You should know that this is 
our fundamental position. 
  
 G. Bush: I had something else in mind: we simply were not so close to Eastern 
Europe historically. Of course, we are close--and will be close--to Europe and vitally 
interested and involved in NATO. The US is really the leader of NATO. 
  
 I want to stress separately that you are catalyzing the changes in Europe in a 
constructive way. 
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I reaffirmed our principled position about the US role in Europe 
on purpose. There has been too much speculation on this subject. I feed it [sic] both to 
you and us. But we should be absolutely clear on such important matters. 
 
 Now about the changes in Europe. They really are of a fundamental nature. And 
not only in Eastern Europe--in Western Europe, too. I received representatives of the 
Trilateral Commission. After one of our conversations, [former French President] Giscard 
d’Estaing, who was the speaker, addressed me in a very meaningful way: “Be ready to 



deal with a united federated state of Western Europe.” By saying that, I think, he wanted 
to say that when European integration reaches a qualitatively new level in 1992, it would 
be accompanied by a deep rebuild- ing of political structures which would also reach the 
federal level.  
 Therefore, all of Europe is on the move, and it is moving in the direction of 
something new. We also consider ourselves Europeans, and we associate the idea of a 
common European home with this movement. I would like to ask E. A. Shevardnadze 
and Secretary of State [James] Baker to discuss this idea in depth since it appears that it is 
in the interests of both, the USSR and the US.  
  
 We should act--and interact--in an especially responsible and balanced way in this 
period when all of Europe is undergoing such dynamic changes.  
  
 G. Bush. I agree with you.  
  
 For, as it is said, a gun fires itself once every five years. The fewer weapons, the 
lesser the possibility of an accidental catastrophe.  
  
 Thus security of the US and her allies should not be a millimeter less than our 
personal security.  
  
 E. A. Shevardnadze: Yesterday the President introduced some interesting ideas 
about chemical weapons. The Secretary of State and I have discussed this issue very 
constructively and in great detail. As you can imagine, it deserves the greatest attention.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I have already described my first reaction. As I understand it, 
there are two areas in which it appears we have agreement: a common goal remains a 
global prohibition on chemical weapons, but we are moving in stages and thus are 
abandoning the modernization of binary weapons. This is a good basis for negotiations.  
 
 G. Bush: If you will allow me, I would like in this regard to raise the very thorny 
problem of the proliferation of chemical weapons beyond the borders of our two powers. 
Libya in particular worries us. Of course, I understand that we are in no position to 
control the Libyan leader. However, we are convinced, as before, that the plant in Rabta 
is designed to produce chemical weapons. 16 We would like to work with you not only 
on this specific problem but also on the entire issue of preventing the proliferation of 
chemical weapons, which is sometimes called “the poor man’s atomic bomb.”  The 
whole world has already seen the terrible consequences of the proliferation of chemical 
weapons in the example of the Iraq-Iran conflict. Therefore we propose to achieve an 
agreement in this area. Personally, this problem concerns me very much. 
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I would like to assure you that our positions on this issue 
coincide. The Soviet Union is decisively against the proliferation of chemical weapons. I 
propose that our ministers continue the discussion of this problem in view of the goals we 
have mentioned.  



 G. Bush: It is necessary to achieve quick progress in this area. Meanwhile you and 
we are morally vulnerable: others do not want to move forward or they will move in the 
opposite direction, pointing out that the Soviet and American chemical arsenals remain 
untouched. 
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: I am convinced: we can success- fully cooperate here. If the 
USSR and the US begin to reduce their chemical arsenals in stages this will give us the 
moral right to persuade others even more strongly of the need not to spread chemical 
weapons. […] 
  
 G. Bush: I completely agree with these ideas.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: Meeting with political leaders from both Eastern and Western 
Europe, I tell all of them that this is an objective process which is bringing the countries 
of the continent together. They are searching now for the optimal versions of combining 
economy, technology, and different standards […]  
  
 The essence of the problem is, is there a consensual approach in practice? We are 
convinced that we should work to continue and develop the Helsinki process and by no 
means tear down what has been created on this foundation. From here, there is a need for 
a Helsinki II where we all should comprehend the new situation and work out common 
criteria and guideposts. It is understood that all the countries that signed the Helsinki Act 
should take part in this meeting, including, of course, the US and Canada. 
 
 Another important issue--how to deal with institutions in the new situation created 
in another time? A balanced and responsible approach is also required here. Otherwise 
our present positive focus on the process of change can become its antithesis and lead to 
the undermining of stability. We do not need to actually destroy the existing instruments 
that maintain the balance, but we need to modify them in accordance with the needs of 
the time in order to use them to strengthen security and stability and improve relations 
between countries. Let NATO and the Warsaw Pact become political organizations in 
ever greater measure and not just military organizations, and let them change their 
confrontational nature. It is good that our generals have already started to catch the spirit 
of the time, visit one another, and discuss the most complex issues.  
  
 I am confident that there are good prospects for cooperation between the Common 
Market and COMECON. We are planning comprehensive measures in COMECON to 
ease its inclusion into the structure of the world economy. 
 
 Our legislators are already cooperating--and not badly--and a “people’s 
diplomacy” is developing. Such a meticulous and positive attitude will protect all of us 
from unpleasant surprises in the future. 
  
 I have gained the impression that the US leadership is how somehow especially 
actively promoting the concept of overcoming the division of Europe on the basis of 
“Western values.” If this proposition is not only for propaganda but is intended to lay a 



foundation for a practical policy, then I will openly say it could be very foolish. At one 
time alarm was expressed in the West that the Soviet Union was planning to export 
revolution. But plans to export “Western values” sounds similar.  
  
 I would say that right now is a very difficult time and therefore an especially 
crucial one. At a time when Eastern Europe is changing in the direction of greater 
openness and democracy and drawing close to universal human values, creating a 
mechanism of compatibility with world economic progress, all this opens unprecedented 
opportunities to reach a new level of relations. Reaching it by peaceful and calm means. 
And it is very dangerous here to artificially force and goad the processes which are taking 
place, especially to satisfy some unilateral interests.  
  
 The variations of European integration--at the cultural and political level--
including unknown ones, can be quite diverse. And this will not happen painlessly. In 
certain places the situation will even become contentious. And this is natural since 
enormous and diverse social forces are involved in what is taking place. 
  
 I can make a judgment about this only as far as the Soviet Union is concerned. 
Our country is a genuine conglomeration of peoples. But they have differing traditions 
and historical peculiarities of evolution. We are frantically debating the future of the 
Soviet economy or, let us say, the issue of what political institutions are needed in 
conditions of deep democratization. The task of reforming our federation has arisen 
sharply in a new way. Not long ago we were sharing [our] experience on this issue with 
the Prime Minister of Canada [Brian Mulroney]. He is concerned about Quebec, which 
has been pursuing separatist goals for many years. By the way, the thought then came to 
me: why does the American Congress occupy itself with the Baltic countries and does not 
help the Canadians deal with Quebec?  
  
 Our own experience permits us to predict that the processes in Europe will not 
always come smoothly. Generally, this has already been confirmed. But as a whole, we 
look on matters optimistically. When you think on the level of a simple reaction to what 
is happening then it actually could send a shiver down your spine and some people will 
give way to panic. But if you raise it to a political, philosophical level, then everything 
falls into place. For if the process is deep, affects fundamental matters, and involves 
millions of people and entire nations, then how could it proceed easily and simply?  
 
 It is necessary to proceed from an understanding of the enormous importance of 
the current changes. It is necessary to avoid possible mistakes and use the historic 
opportunities which are opening up to bring East and West together. Of course, 
differences will remain. We talked about this yesterday. Even in the Soviet Union, in one 
country, the differences between the republics and various regions are evident to the 
naked eye. I am confident that such differences exist in the US. They should be present in 
the large continent of Europe all the more.  
  
 We favor a common understanding with the US of what is occurring in our 
country [u nas]. I note that there is such a common understanding today. But the process 



will develop. And I want this understanding not to diminish but, on the contrary, to 
intensify. 
  
 I am in favor of our constant cooperation on the basis of this understanding for 
this entire difficult transition period. Otherwise this process can break down and we will 
all end up in a chaotic situation which would give birth to many problems, halt the 
changes, and throw us back to the times of suspicion and mistrust.  
 
 I stress that a special responsibility rests on the Soviet Union and the United 
States at this historic moment.  
 
 G. Bush: I want to clarify one point. You expressed concern about Western 
values. It would be understandable if our devotion to certain ideals provoked difficulties 
in the USSR or Eastern Europe and interfered with the progressive processes developing 
there. But we have never pursued such goals. Any discussion of Western values in NATO 
or other Western organizations are completely natural and do not have destructive intent. 
But what are Western values? They are, if you will, glasnost’, openness, and heated 
debates. At the economic level--incentives to progress and a free market. These values 
are not some- thing new or expedient but long-shared by us and the West Europeans, and 
they unite the West. We greet the changes in the Soviet Union or in Poland but do not at 
all set Western values against them. Therefore I want to under- stand your point of view 
as much as possible in order to avoid any misunderstandings. 
 
 M. S. Gorbachev: The main principle which we have adopted and which we 
follow in our new thinking is the right of each country to free choice, including the right 
to reexamine and change their original choice. This is very painful, but it is a 
fundamental right. The right to choose without outside interference. The US is devoted to 
a certain social and economic system which the American people have chosen. Let other 
people decide themselves, figuratively speaking, what God to pray to.  
 
 It is important to me that the tendency toward renewal noted in Eastern and 
Western Europe is proceeding in the direction of drawing closer. The result will not be a 
copy of the Swedish, British, or Soviet model. No. Something will result which meets the 
needs of the present stage of development of human and European civilization.  
  
 It has been observed now that people have no fear of choosing one system or the 
other. They are looking for their unique version which provides them with the best living 
conditions. When this choice proceeds freely then one can say only one thing: go right 
ahead.  
  
 G. Bush: I do not think that we differ here. We approve of self-determination and 
the attendant debates. I want you to understand our approach on a positive level: Western 
values do not at all mean imposing our system on Romania, Czechoslovakia, or even the 
GDR.  
  



 M. S. Gorbachev: This is very important for us. Fundamental changes are 
occurring and peoples are drawing closer together. And this is the main thing. I see that 
several means of solving problems used by another system are taking root in Eastern 
Europe--in the fields of economics, technology, etc. This is natural.  
  
 If we and you have such a common understanding, then all practical actions in 
changing conditions will be adequate and will begin to have a positive nature. […]  
  
 J. Baker: I would like to clarify our approach to self-determination. We agree that 
each country should have the right of choice. But all of this makes sense only when the 
people in the country are actually in a position to choose freely. This is contained in the 
concept of “Western values,” and is not at all the right to force their systems on others.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: If someone lays claim to the truth--expect disaster.  
  
 G. Bush: Absolutely right.  
  
 J. Baker: I’ve been talking about something else. Let us say, the question of the 
reunification of Germany, which is causing nervousness in both our countries, and even 
among Europeans. What do we say here about this? So that reunification takes place 
according the principles of openness, pluralism, and a free market. We do not at all want 
the reunification of Germany done on the model of 1937-1945 which, obviously, 
concerns you. The Germany of that time had nothing in common with Western values. 
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: This is what [longtime Gorbachev aide] A. N. Yakovlev asks: 
“why are democracy, openness, and a [free] market ‘Western’ values?” 
  
 G. Bush: It was not always so. You personally have laid the foundation for these 
changes, the movement toward democracy and openness. It is actually consider- ably 
clearer today that you and we share these values than, say, 20 years ago.  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: We ought not be drawn into propaganda battles.  
  
 A. N. Yakovlev: When they insist on “Western values,” then “Eastern” and 
“Southern” values unavoidably appear. […]  
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: That’s it. And you see that ideological confrontations flare up 
again… 
  
 G. Bush: I understand you and agree. Let us avoid careless words and talk more 
about the substance of the values themselves. We welcome the changes which are 
occurring with all our hearts. 
  
 M. S. Gorbachev: This is very important since, as I have said, the main thing is 
that the changes lead to greater openness in our relations with one another. We are 
beginning to be organically integrated and liberated from everything which divided us. 



What will this be called in the final account? I think--a new level of relations. Therefore, 
for my part, I support your suggestion--let us not have a discussion on a theological level. 
Historically this has always led to religious wars. 
  
 J. Baker: Could we possibly say as a compromise that this positive process is 
proceeding on the basis of “democratic values”? […] 
  
 [Source: The notes of A. S. Chernyaev, Gorbachev Foundation Archive, Moscow. 
Published in Gorbachev, Gody trudnykh resheniy [Years of Difficult Decisions] 
(Moscow: Al´fa-print, 1993). Translated by Gary Goldberg.]  
 
 



















Minutes of the Meeting between Nicolae Ceausescu, and Mikhail S. Gorbachev, 
Moscow 
 
4 December 1989 
 
At the meeting were also present comrades Constantin Dascalescu, Prime Minister of the 
of the Government of the Socialist Republic of Romania, and Nikolai I. Ryzhkov, 
President of the Council of Ministers of USSR. 
 
M.S. Gorbachev: 
 
 - Comrade Ceausescu, first and foremost I would like to congratulate you on 
behalf of the entire leadership of Soviet Union for the successful finalization of your 
Congress.  I believe that you are satisfied with the results of your Congress. Within 
Romanian society, among the Romanian communists, as our comrades have told me, the 
reaction to the decisions of the Congress has been a positive one.  
 From me as well as from the leadership of the Soviet Union, I would like to 
communicate, to you and to the entire Romanian party leadership, a friendly salute and 
good luck in bringing the decisions of the Congress to fruition.  
  
N. Ceausescu:  
 - I would like to thank you for your good wishes and, in turn, to express to you, in 
the name of our party leadership and me personally, a cordial salute to you and the Soviet 
leadership.  
 Of course, I am happy to have even this short meeting although there is need for a 
longer meeting.  
  
 
Gorbachev:  
 - Of course, we will try to find time for that as well.  
  
 
Ceausescu:  
 - There are a lot of issues to discuss.  
 Thank you for the good words regarding our Congress. It was a good Congress 
and there were a lot of good decisions taken during the Congress. Now we need to work 
on putting them into practice.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Always, after a great event, especially after a Congress, we have to deal with a 
lot of obligations. This has always been that way.  
  [Here,] at home, the situation demands a great deal of attention. We already 
consider it sensitive. Our main preoccupation rests in shedding those elements that have 
impeded our development. Of course, we are committed to our political choice and we 
cannot agree with the idea that the path we have taken until now has been a path of 
mistakes and unfulfilled promises. This is a complex process and a change in the world as 



our revolution has been can not be appreciated only in “black and white,” even if we are 
to judge it under large, historical criteria and we are not to exaggerate.  
 I believe that we cannot admit, from the perspective of truth and morality, that the 
accomplishments of the previous generations are under-appreciated. They lived, 
sacrificed their health and even life, and though there have been dramas, they were 
happy. That is why we, through our perestroika, [hope] to accumulate all that has been 
good and open up prospects for the renewal and perfecting of our society. Of course, this 
process is complex. However, we hope for a successful end, though we know it will not 
be a quick one.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - At our Congress we had a special passage about the Great October Socialist 
Revolution and about the great realizations of the Soviet people. What the Soviet people 
have accomplished cannot be forgotten.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - This [that there were no realizations] is one of those falsities, even more stupid 
than those that are usually being told.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Of course, in such a grandiose activity there have also been mistakes and abuses, 
but history only records that which assures advance.  
 I salute your position, Cde. Gorbachev, in regards with the necessity to show, 
with the backing of facts, what socialism has accomplished, because through that, the 
Soviet people will be mobilized in support of the new objectives. Yes, we need to 
constantly perfect the organization of society, the economy, all that stands at the basis of 
a closer path towards socialist ideals.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I think this is a very consistent remark since we ourselves have been late in 
solving certain problems though they were ready to be solved.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I hope you realize that no matter what we shall do now, in ten years it will again 
be outdated if we do not always keep an eye out for what is new.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Absolutely.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - What is important is that we reach socialism so that we offer the people a better 
spiritual and material life.  
  
Gorbachev:  



 - I will ask Comrade Stoica to translate for you the last article I wrote regarding 
the ideals of socialism and their relationship with perestroika. There I have talked about 
all those issues.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I have looked over it. I received an executive summary.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - It is hard to get the overall idea from summaries.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I’ll think about it [the article] and I’ll give you an answer.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Very well.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This is my idea: two delegations, one from each of our parties—if we could find 
others it would be great but now it might be harder—to elaborate a declaration regarding 
socialism and its prospects.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I am not opposed to that.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I can assure you that a lot of parties are waiting for such a declaration and will 
certainly salute the fact that the Soviet Union participates in this issue.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Excellent.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Of course, not the old forms—we have criticized them, you remember—but, 
let’s face it, the entire world pays a great deal of attention to the actions of the Soviet 
Union. I am, of course, referring to the communist movements and the progressive 
forces.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Fine, let’s give this task to the ideological and international sections [of the 
Central Committee] and let them begin work, most likely in the scientific field at first and 
maybe after that in the political field.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - After that we can look at it together.  
 Since we are discussing such issues, let us begin to discuss the possibility of a 
congress of the Communist and Workers Parties. Of course, I do not want to take a 



decision right this minute, but a lot of parties have expressed interest in such an event. As 
a matter of fact, one of the decisions of the congress has been that [the Romanian 
Communist Party] will pursue this idea. We could form an exploratory committee.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I have a different idea.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - They should start working on it.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I am inclined to agree more with the idea you proposed in your letter. However, 
we in the socialist countries should have a debate regarding this issue. How could we 
establish a larger meeting without first establishing our position regarding the problems 
we face?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This will take a long time to prepare for. Even the creation of a group will have 
a positive influence on the socialist countries. You should know that no one desires a 
conference where they say this and that. Thus, it would be great if an exploratory group 
would be formed and if they would start working on this issue. This could be a great help 
for the socialist countries.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We are of the following opinion: the Central Committee of the Romanian 
Communist Party should run an opinion poll since this is not a very good time to have a 
conference. There was a time when there was a friendly attitude regarding such a debate, 
but after that a process of renewal about the role of the party began and now there is a 
different desire taking shape: everybody wants to clean his own house.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I want to state openly that, for a time, we ourselves have been against such 
conferences.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Now others are opposed.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - But we have received requests from many parties and, since this is such a dire 
time for the communist movement, we have a responsibility to do something even if a 
small number of parties might show up.  
 Do you know what Lenin said in 1903?  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - No, I do not.  
  



Ceausescu:  
 - No matter how few we are, we must raise the flag. The people need to see that 
we are taking action to extend the influence of socialism and the revolutionary 
movement.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I was under the impression that what we do regarding the renewal of socialism 
does raise the interest of others in the development of socialism.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We do not have the time to discuss this. There are some good things, there are a 
few things that are not as good, and if we are to discuss this right now we would need a 
great deal of time. There are some good things.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Yes, we only have a short time. But we should think about this.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I am against creating such an exploratory committee without the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Maybe it would be better like that.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I don’t think that would be a good idea.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - The concept of equal rights [among the parties] suggests that.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This is so, but I think that the Communist Party of the Soviet Union must not be 
left out of such a debate. However, as I mentioned before, we need not decide this issue 
right now. I do hope that you will think about this problem.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We will consider it and give you an answer.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This is an actual problem and we must have an answer. There are many such 
problems today and the people feel the need to receive answers. After all, the people 
think that if the social-democrats, the liberals, the christian-democrats can all meet…  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - The conservatives…  
  



Ceausescu:  
 - The conservatives, yes… Then why can not the communist parties meet as well?  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Because, some time ago, Cdes. Ceausescu and [Italian Communist leader 
Enrico] Berlinguer were against that.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We were against a certain format… and history proved us right.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I was against it myself, but there was not much I could do at the time.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Then why don’t we work out a common declaration and, if other parties will 
agree with it, so much the better. I understand you agreed with this point.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We will think about it and we will give you an answer.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Very well.  
 Should we start discussing bilateral issues now? Or would you rather finish up the 
more general problems first. We are very preoccupied about what is going on with a few 
European socialist countries. We understand the drive to perfect, to renew, but I do not 
want to discuss this right now. The format of this renewal places in grave danger not just 
socialism in the respective countries but also the very existence of the communist parties 
there. If we allow this flow of events, a dire situation will develop.  
 In any case, one can not say that socialism did not accomplish anything in those 
countries. I believe that the Soviet Union, and I am referring primarily to the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, could have a certain role—not by the force of the military—to 
help produce a better orientation. You were speaking today about a better orientation for 
those parties and countries.  
 Of course, a meeting between the socialist countries and our parties could help, 
but we have to think hard about the actions taking place in some countries.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Here we need to ask how we all could act and more importantly how they should 
act.  
 Who prevented Czechoslovakia and the East Germany— countries that had a high 
level of economic development and high living standards—from beginning in time the 
process of modernization and [from] taking into account the changes that began to take 
shape in the development of society? If they would have done this at the right time, 
today’s events would be different. We too, in the Soviet Union. If we would have taken 
care of the modernization of the technology and of economic development at the right 
time, there would be a different approach today. There was a lot of talk at the time, in 



meetings and during congresses, about the technological and scientific revolutions, about 
the development of our country. Yet in the end, all was set aside. Right now we have a 
report in the Central Committee about the technological and scientific revolution from 
1973, and, look, 15 years later, we are just beginning to do what needed to be done then. I 
believe that we have lost a lot of our prestige because we have not taken direct action 
regarding those problems at the right time.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This is true.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Whether or not we like the methods employed by Comrade Ceausescu, we know 
that a lot has been done in Romania, and, in an objective manner, all are free to chose 
their own methods to accomplish progress and the construction of socialism. That’s about 
it.  
 Look at the situation in which our common friend, Comrade [deposed East 
German leader Erich] Honecker is today. We have a great deal of mutual sympathy, but 
as of late, he did not want to speak with me, and I did not have a chance to speak with 
him. After all, I told him: Comrade Honecker, it is your job to decide, we will not decide 
for you, we do not force you to adhere to our decisions. As a matter of fact, I know that 
the both of you have criticized me…  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - No, we did not criticize you. On the contrary, we decided that we should meet 
more quickly and discuss what we could do to work better together.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Sincerely speaking, I am very uncertain about the future of Comrade Honecker.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I am very sorry about this and that is why I even brought it to the attention of the 
public, something must be done, because this cannot be continued in this manner. That 
includes, of course, Comrade [deposed Bulgarian leader Todor] Zhivkov.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I believe that [as far as] Cde. Zhivkov is concerned, the situation will be a lot 
more normal. I do not know what the situation is there [in Bulgaria]. Of course, over the 
years, a lot of things have accumulated. If there are no grievous abuses, I believe that the 
situation will come to a positive end. However, politics can not be done this way. We, at 
the leadership level, try to concentrate on political problems, not to decide who has done 
what. You know that there are always certain elements of society that will raise such 
problems. What can we do? You seem concerned about this, tell me, what can we do?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We could have a meeting and discuss possible solutions.  
  



Gorbachev:  
 - In East Germany, they [the Communists} have already discussed it and have 
excluded them [the old leadership] from the party.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Yes, I saw that, but at this time, in East Germany there are already influences 
from outside at work, from the Federal Republic of Germany.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - [deposed Czechoslovak leader] Milos Jakes is an old friend of mine. I told him: 
you have a great country, a well-trained population, well-educated and well-organized, 
you need to make the necessary changes faster, faster. Otherwise, you’ll end up like us, 
having to solve your problems under the marching of boots. Jakes listened to me and 
said: then we shall wait until others come to power in the Soviet Union. He waited, and 
this is what happened. Those are two countries with a great economic situation, rich 
countries, the richest countries, except for us, the richest of them all.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Beginning with 1968 we said: we need to develop our economy because no one 
will help us otherwise. We have taken steps in that direction.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - You have done a lot.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Until 1984 we did not import even one liter of gasoline from the Soviet Union.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - You had no need for it. You had your own gasoline. This is already clear now.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I just wanted to remind you.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - In any case, you have done a lot.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We have worked on and succeeded in bringing about the development of society 
and the economy. What you are doing now we have tried in the past. We created then the 
so-called private-holders and after a year we saw they are getting rich and we put a stop 
to the entire situation.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Is this the future you see for us?   
  
Ceausescu:  



 - If some get rich by playing the market, that is not a future, you know that I’m 
sure. We have introduced the idea of economic self-rule, the new economic mechanism, 
and the leadership councils.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - As I listen to you I cannot help but think that in a year you have time to visit 
every administrative region in your country.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Maybe not quite all the regions.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Tell me, though, in a country as big as ours, how could we rule in the same 
manner as you? We need to think of different methods.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We, too, have autonomy, but there is a difference between the autonomy of 
republics or even regions and the autonomy of factories. In any case, general direction 
and control from the center are necessary, even for the Soviet Union.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Comrade Ceausescu, we too desire a powerful center, but we think of it in a 
somewhat different manner.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This must be done. Of course, the republics must have a great deal of autonomy. 
So must the administrative regions. We are going as far as villages now. Yes, we are a 
small country…  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - It’s not small, it’s medium size…  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - In any case, it is mistaken to allow the factories, even at the national level, to be 
outside central control. A lot of autonomy, a lot of rights, of course, but under a central 
guidance. About 20 years back, we gave them a lot of rights and, the first thing they did 
was to take loans and make all kinds of poor economic investments. Then we realized 
that we needed to control certain things so we took some of their liberties away. For 
Romania, $11 billion debt in 1980 was a grave problem. As a matter of fact, I can tell you 
that in my discussions with Brezhev at the time, he told me: don’t go and get yourself in 
debt. He told me that a number of times, but my mistake was that I gave too much 
discretion to the factories and all of them decided that if they have discretion then they 
can take credits from outside.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - It is the fault of the government!  



  
Ceausescu:  
 - Comrade D|sc|lescu was not then prime-minister.  
  
C. Dascalescu  
 - I came when we began to pay.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - After that we made some changes and we put a stop to that situation while 
paying back the debt.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Of course, we do not want to create a bad situation, we want to succeed.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Everybody wants that. The Soviet Union has countless possibilities to overcome 
the problems you are experiencing now. You can become a model socialist economy.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - This is exactly what we want to do. Maybe those goals are too high, but those 
are our goals. Maybe our generation will not finish all the changes, but we could do a lot. 
What is most important now is that we establish the foundation for change, that we 
determine the future direction in a correct manner.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - In a few years the Soviet Union could surpass its difficulties, mainly because it 
is an economic force.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - This is so.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - You are criticizing research and development but you have a powerful sector in 
those fields.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Absolutely.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - The mistake was that you have placed too much emphasis on the military side of 
research and develop-ment and you have neglected the other aspects.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I know.  
  
Ceausescu:  



 - I understand that the international situation necessitated such behavior. But you 
do have a powerful research and development sector, very powerful… it could solve 
easily any problem. And, after all, the other socialist countries, they might be smaller, but 
we can work together in this field.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - If we think about the countries in Europe, with all the problems they are 
experiencing, they are modern nations.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - The changes that have taken place… they need to be stopped and we need to get 
under way.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We have considered that as well. Maybe we have different methods, but this is 
the method employed by all others. What is important is that we strengthen socialism. 
The rest is the other’s concern. There are different rhythms, different methods. Of course, 
we need to consider the differences between the republics, between their populations, 
between their economic development.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - But it [the system] must be kept, [must be] improved.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Not just kept, comrade Ceausescu!  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - When I said that it must be kept it was understood that all that is necessary must 
be kept.  
  
 Gorbachev:  
 - Absolutely. Now, what are the bilateral problems you want to discuss.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - First and foremost economic relations. Of course, the prime ministers have not 
had a chance to meet.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Then they should meet.  
  
N.I. Ryzhkov:  
 - We shall meet on 9 January 1990.  
  
C. Dascalescu: - This would be a meeting within the confines of COMECON. We desire 
a bilateral meeting.  
  



Gorbachev:  
 - You shall be alive on the 9 January. [Veti mai trai pana la 9 ianuarie!]  
 In any case, what are the problems that preoccupy you?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I am under the impression that we have discussed those problems already. The 
prime-ministers must meet and resolve the problems already discussed. We need to think 
about the next five year plan.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I think that they have already discussed those problems.  
  
Dascalescu:  
 - Only for 1990.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Of course, there are topics of discussion. We consider that we could improve our 
collaboration. This is the foremost issue on our minds.  
 Of course, I don’t think it necessary to get into issues that would require a lot of 
time. We can not debate now those topics but, if we agree on a time for the prime 
ministers to meet, that would be a good thing. In Roma-nia, the time is now ripe.  
  
Dascalescu:  
 - I have written to comrade Ryzhkov on this topic, this is the forth letter this year.  
  
Ryzhkov:  
 - The time was not right.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This might be true, but we need to make time for a meeting. At that time we 
could look at the issues of collaboration in the fields of production, specialization, even 
the realization of certain goals.  
 Why do I bring up those issues? Because, especially in the member countries of 
COMECON there are many debates and now, bilaterally, we could solve those prob-lems 
much more easily. Some believe that the Americans will come and invest billions of 
dollars in their economy. Of course, they will reach certain conclusions. It is their 
business, but, until we clarify the many problems, we could solve many of them through 
a bilateral solution.  
 I don’t want to get into it right now, I just wanted to mention this right now.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Maybe the Romanian government could explain what it expects from the Soviet 
Union. Comrade D|sc|lescu could write a letter listing the resources you would need.  
  
Ceausescu:  



 - I would like you to note that I do not desire to resolve the problem of raw 
materials only through the Soviet Union. We have worked closely with the develop-ing 
countries and we desire to accentuate this trend. We can even give them some credits 
now. As a matter of fact, we have now to recover 2.7 billion dollars from those countries.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - In a year?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - No, those are credits given by Romania to a few developing countries.  
  
Dascalescu:  
 - This year Romania has outstanding credits for almost 500 million dollars.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We would like to participate actively in the development of those countries and, 
in turn, assure our access to raw materials.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Then we should talk about our particular problems.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - From the Soviet Union we have imported 5 million tons of petrol, beginning in 
1984, and from other countries we have imported 15 million tons. Thus we need not 
resolve this particular problem only with the Soviet Union.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - And how much do you extract from Romania?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Only about 10 million tons since we no longer have reserves.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - But there was a time when you were mining about 22 million tons.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - It was closer to about 15 million tons, but that was some time ago. We no longer 
have reserves. We thought about going to 10,000 meters depth.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Our extraction is also falling.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - There are a number of fields in which we could collaborate. For example, we 
could collaborate in the energy field, based on new technology.  
  



Gorbachev:  
 - I would be interested in discussing the nature of this collaboration rather than 
simply trading goods.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We, for example, import about 7 million tons of iron ore from the Soviet Union. 
From other countries we import about 12 million tons. As such, we do not desire to 
import raw materials only from the Soviet Union. We import coal from the United 
States…, some time ago we invested 100 million dollars there, so we own property there.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - There, the Japanese have a lot of property.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - The Japanese invest on a grand scale.  
 Thus, we want to discuss this collaboration because we want to participate. We 
were informed a few days ago that you would like to open two new exploratory sites in 
Lvov and Kharkov. We would like to participate, to collaborate with you in Mongolia. As 
a matter of fact, we have been discussing this for a long time since the Soviet Union is 
interested in investing there as well. We have invested in coal in China. We do not want 
to ask for anything, we do not want aid from the Soviet Union, we want to collaborate.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - There can be no help from us… you need to help us.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We would like to collaborate on economic principles—this is our intention.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Comrade D|sc|lescu should think about the proposals we have discussed.  
  
Dascalescu:   
 - I shall wait for comrade Ryzhkov in Romania.  
  
Ryzhkov:  
 - I apologize, comrade Gorbachev. I will meet with comrade D|sc|lescu and we 
shall discuss what problems we need to address in our bilateral relations, including the 
issues regarding the next five year plan. I am not against [this] and I assume we will talk 
about specialization and cooperation, in production and every other aspect, but I want to 
mention that, and this is not targeted at Romania, we will present a report on 15 
December regarding our plans for the development of the economy. We have prepared 
the necessary documents and have distributed them to the deputies for debate.  
 When we prepared those documents, we began with the idea that we need to 
move from the exchange of goods, the barter system, towards regular commerce. This is 
why, on 9 January, when the meeting between the chiefs of governments will take place, 
we will bring this problem up. We know that many countries agree with us, many have 



suggested that we move from the barter system to world prices and payments in hard 
currency.  
 We understand that this can not be done over night. Maybe we will need to wait 
1-2 years until we can switch over to this system. This does not mean however that we 
can not or will not negotiate long term deals, even in regard to bartering for goods, but 
we have no other solution in the long term. Neither for us, nor for the other countries, can 
[we] continue in this [old] system. This is why you should think about this yourself.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - I understand what you are saying. After all, we ourselves exchange goods for 
hard currency. We have chosen the convertible ruble as our currency of choice, but we do 
not barter. Of course, we seek to reach a balance of payments, but this takes place 
throughout the world. With the United States for example, we calculate the prices in 
dollars but exchange goods.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - If we think about moving to the world system, then we need to adopt the world’s 
methods. Many countries, Czechoslovakia, Poland and even Bulgaria have brought up the 
idea that we need to move to world market prices and thus to commerce using hard 
currency.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - That is very good. We consider that this problem must be discussed with due 
seriousness. For example, we and the Chinese deal in Swiss Francs.  
  
Ryzhkov:  
 - So do we.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - We do however make sure that there is a balance of payments—only the 
calculation of the value of trade is in hard currency. I do not believe that for the Soviet 
Union it will be acceptable to move from the ruble to the dollar. Of course, this is a 
problem for the Soviet Union to decide on.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We desire that, in this whole process we also incorporate the redesign of our 
financial system and the system of prices, to try to quickly reach the convertibility of the 
ruble. The most important thing is to integrate ourselves in the world market, otherwise 
we have no basis of comparison.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - This problem will need to be discussed, discussed for a long time.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We will then propose this at the meeting, on 9 January, and we hope that by that 
time you will also have a position.  



  
Ceausescu:  
 - We do not consider this to be the most opportune time to make this move.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Why?  
  
Ryzhkov:  
 - 1990 will continue the same why but we expect to make this move in 1991.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - It is not about 1990. I am thinking more about the next five years.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Why?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Because this will not strengthen the economy of the socialist countries nor that 
of the Soviet Union.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Why?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - For us it is not a big deal to do such a thing. Even now, with China and the other 
countries we have about a 60 per cent exchange in hard currency.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - I will tell you this: this is not a short time plan. We must make this change, 
maybe we will end up in debt, but we must adopt this system. We must create the 
opportunity for the energy sector to earn hard currency and make investments. Today this 
is the least developed part of our economy, but it not only about the energy sector. In 
general, our industries must compete in the world market and understand that they must 
make ends meet. How long can we continue to push them along?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - It is not about pushing them forward, the economic activity must be planned on 
sound economic principles.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Comrade Ceausescu, it is easy to talk about it now, but in a few years—
Comrade Ryzhkov suggests that it may take about 2 years—we can also use credits to 
take care of moments of transition. But we need to adopt the system right away.  
  
Ryzhkov:  



 - We think that we need to get our economists with the Romanian economists and 
calculate the balance of payments if we are to move to the world system. It will be a 
complex system in any case.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - We have a lot to discuss both with respect to the method of restructuring but also 
regarding concrete issues.  
  
Dascalescu::  
 - What is concrete is that I expect Comrade Ryzhkov in Bucharest. We cannot 
discuss the balance of payments in Sofia.  
  
Ryzhkov:  
 - I can not come before the meeting in Sofia. In the first trimester of the next year 
I could be there.  
  
Dascalescu: 
 - Let’s say February then?  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - That remains to be decided among yourselves.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Then Comrade Ceausescu, we should continue to keep in touch. I am very glad 
that we have commenced an exchange of opinions. Sincerely speaking, I appreciate this 
at its face value.  
  
Dascalescu::  
 - I have a request for Comrade Ryzhkov, regarding natural gas.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - The problem of natural gas is not one for the future, it regards the situation at 
this time.  
  
Dascalescu::  
 - For the past few days, something must have happened on your side, we are 
receiving 7 million cubic meters less a day. We were told that this will only last a few 
days. Could you please analyze this problem?  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - This happens every year. Always something more.  
  
Dascalescu::  
 - It is not more, it is less.  
  
Ceausescu:  



 - What will we say about our bilateral meeting?  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - You can issue a press release, we will issue a press release. Here is a short text. 
(the news release is read)  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Maybe the part about the bilateral collaboration needs to be better developed. 
We can say that there has been an exchange of opinions regarding cooperation between 
our countries. We should make a separate paragraph about this thing.  
  
Gorbachev:  
 - Very well, let’s talk about the situation of our relationship and their prospects.  
  
Ceausescu:  
 - Very well.  
 
[Source: Published in Serban Sandulescu’s, December ’89. The Coup D’Etat Confiscated 
the Romanian Revolution (Bucharest: Omega Press Investment, 1996), pp. 283 - 298; 
Translated by Mircea Munteanu.]  























































































































































































































































Letter by Ognyan Doynov to Delegates of the People’s Assembly, 
 
13 December 1989 
 
ESTEEMED MEMBERS OF THE PEOPLE’S ASSEMBLY,  
 In reality, our economy is in a very dire situation. The diagnosis of the disease 
was very precisely defined at the last Plenum of the Central Committee.  
 There is no doubt that everyone is responsible for allowing the government of 
Socialist Bulgaria to become absolutist and autocratic. Everyone who has participated in 
the totalitarian machine, regardless of the field in which he or she has worked, is culpable 
to one degree or another for the grave deformations in the society and the economy of the 
country.  
 I do not underrate or hide my own political and personal culpability.  
 First, I admit responsibility that, as a former member of the Politburo, I voted for 
the dismissal of many capable comrades whose main fault consisted in the fact that Todor 
Zhivkov saw in them rivals and pretenders for his position. The fact that I am not aware 
of even one occasion during the whole period that I was in the government when 
someone stood up or voted against such unjust dismissals does not excuse me.  
 Second, I cannot help but be ashamed that, together with others, I have 
participated in the panegyric praising of Todor Zhivkov’s personality, virtues, and 
achievements.  
 Third, I bear a distinct guilt that I did not stand up against the unjust decisions 
concerning the life and plight of the Bulgarian Muslims. No one has given us the right to 
determine by decree their ethnic origin and to deprive them of the freedom to choose 
their own names. The sacred democratic right of every individual to be a member of the 
ethnic group that he or she believes they belong to cannot be abolished. So many family 
and personal tragedies were created that we will not be able to wash away the shame and 
disgrace of these deeds in the near future.  
 Fourth, I definitely do not wish to overlook my own responsibility for the sectors 
of which I was specifically in charge, because it is precisely my work there and the 
modest contribution that I made in those sectors that justifies my conscience for 
remaining a politburo member for 11 years. [...]  
 His [Todor Zhivkov’s] true attitude towards me started showing strongly and 
openly after the end of 1985. He began to prepare my dismissal. He and his retinue 
endeavored for three whole years to manipulate public opinion through improbable 
rumors about me that were spread according to instructions by the centers for 
disinformation at the MFA [Ministry of Foreign Affairs]. It was alleged, and always from 
“reliable sources,” that I possessed several luxurious villas each of which were worth 
hundreds of thousands of dollars; that I had a great deal of money, foreign currency; that 
I took bribes; and many other [allegations].  
 In less than three years after 1986, it was decided that I would be removed from 
various positions as each time I was demoted to a lower and lower rank and a narrower 
field of specialization. Two out of five such decisions were never realized because they 
were revoked. I remained for more than 5 months without a work appointment. 
Eventually, I was appointed chairman of one of the numerous associations. [...]  



 We know in whose hands the entire legislative and executive power of the 
country was concentrated and to whom the responsibility for managing the economy was 
entrusted. This was and still is Georgy Atanasov.42 Did Todor Zhivkov take away all his 
rights and leave him in a limbo? Is it not his responsibility above all for everything that 
happened, even for the endless reorganizations which led to chaos in the economy? Was 
he not the person who dismissed many capable economic activists by falsifying their 
actual economic results. We all remember the case of Ivan Andonov from Farmahim.  
 Much could be said about his [Atanasov’s] economic incompetence and 
primitivism in working in the economic field.  
 I also want to address A. Lukanov and to ask him whether he feels himself the 
main culprit for the tremendous increase in the foreign debt. Who managed the currency 
commission? The privileged and [Todor Zhivkov’s] retinue lined up to run this 
commission: Todor Zhivkov, Grisha Philipov,43 Georgy Atanasov. Invariably, Andrei 
Lukanov was either its chairman or its operative manager. [...].  
 I propose that G. Atanasov, A. Lukanov, and P. Pachov immediately hand in their 
resignation from all posts and duties currently occupied in order to avoid being 
disgracefully expelled later. [...]  
 I have spoken seriously and made serious accusa-tions. I am prepared to answer to 
them. Those who accused me of being one of Todor Zhivkov’s retinue should not hide 
behind anonymity, behind the flag of the Party and the country.  
 I do not call for revenge, but for justice. Hatred is a destructive force. We need 
love and optimism now in order to go forward.  
 In the past, there was a ready scenario for a speech such as mine. The voters were 
advised to request a recall of their people’s representative. This was followed by prison 
and, as a result of the imprisonment, a lack of access to any documents with which a 
person could defend himself or herself.  
 Let us now see how this matter will be dealt with in democratic conditions.  
 Now, if we want the new-born democracy to survive, I propose that a 
parliamentary commission with the wide participation of public organizations and the 
mass media hears out everyone who is being accused or has something to say. In this way 
the members of Todor Zhivkov’s retinue could be revealed as well as the real culprits 
responsible for the present situation.  
 Justice could be served only by uncorrupt people who will not take advantage of 
their power in order to hide their own shame and disgrace.  
 All of us who worked in the days of Todor Zhivkov, both good and bad, ought to 
leave and give way to new and young people, morally and mentally unburdened by the 
horrid deformations which we lived through. 
 
13 December 1989 
Ognyan Doynov 
 
[Source: Archive of the Bulgarian Parliament, Sofia. Document obtained by Jordan 
Baev.] 

































































































































Telegram from the Romanian Embassy in Moscow 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Bucharest) 

 
18 December 1989, 12:35 pm 

 
Comrade Ion Stoian, Candidate Member of the Executive Political Committee5 of the Central 
Committee of the Romanian Communist Party (CC PCR), Foreign Minister, 
 
 1. We took note of your instructions (in your telegram nr. 20/016 750 of 17 December 
1989) and we will conform to the orders given. 
 We have taken actions to implement your instructions, both at the consular section of the 
Embassy and at the General Consulate in Kiev. 
 [Furthermore] we would [like to] inform that the Director of the TAROM7 office [in 
Moscow] received, through his own channels, instructions regarding foreign citizens traveling to 
our country. 
 
 2. Considering the importance of the problem and the nature of the activity of issuing 
visas to Soviet citizens, we would like to mention the following problems [which have arisen], 
[problems] to which we would like you to send us your instructions as soon as possible . 
  
 A. Beginning with the morning of 18 December of this year, Soviet citizens have begun 
to make telephonic inquiries to the Embassy from border crossings into Romania, implying that 
there are hundreds of vehicles which are not allowed to cross [the border] into our country. [W]e 
anticipate that the Soviet government will ask for an explanation with regard to this decision 
taken [by the Romanian government]. We ask that instructions be sent explaining the way we 
must deal with the situation if it arises. 
 
 B. Continuously, at the Consular Section, we have given transit visas to Soviet Jews 
who have the approval [of the Soviet government] to emigrate to Israel, as well as to foreign 
students studying in the Soviet Union. Since the director of the TAROM office has received 
instructions that he is to continue boarding transit passengers without any changes, we would like 
to request instructions with regard to the actions we must take in such situations. 
 
 C. Considering the great number of Romanian citizens that are living in the Soviet 
Union who during the holidays travel to our country, we would like to know if we should issue 
them visas. 
 
 D. For business travel to Romania, the instructions given to TAROM are that the 
applicants must show proof [of an invitation] from the ir Romanian partners. 
 Please inform whether we must inform the Soviet government of this requirement since 
the official Soviet delegations use, for their travels to Bucharest, exclusively AEROFLOT8 and 
that we have no means of [us] controlling the planning of such travels. 
 We are experiencing similar problems in dealing with the possible situation of Soviet 
citizens with tourist passports, which have received a visa prior to the [17 December 1989] 
instructions and who will be using AEROFLOT for their travel to Romania. 
 
 E. We request that the Civil Aviation Department send instruction to the TAROM office 
regarding the concrete actions that should be taken in connection with the 20 December flight 
[from Moscow to Bucharest] so that they are able to make the final decision, during boarding, 
regarding the passengers [that are to be allowed on to the plane]. 
 We would [like to] mention that the list of passengers is given to the Director of 



TAROM, from AEROFLOT or other [travel] companies, without any mention of the purpose of 
the trip. 

 
(ss) [Ambassador] Ion Bucur 

 
[Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe 
(AMAE), Moscow/1989, vol. 10, pp. 271-272. Translated for CWIHP by Mircea Munteanu] 
 



Letter by People’s Representative and Candidate BCP CC Politburo Member 
Andrey Lukanov to Stanko Todorov, Chairman of the People’s Assembly, 
 
18 December 1989 
 
TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE PEOPLE’S ASSEMBLY, CDE. STANKO TODOROV 
 
Comrade Chairman,  
 I would like to share several comments in connection with the accusations which 
the People’s Representative Ognyan Doynov directed at me in his speech during the last 
session of the People’s Assembly.  
 Before I dwell on these accusations, I would like to emphasize that I reject the 
principal thesis which Ognyan Doynov developed at the end of his speech concerning the 
equal guilt and culpability of all who worked under Todor Zhivkov—“both good and 
bad.” This thesis could benefit only people with guilty consciences who would want to 
hide their own concrete guilt and concrete deeds behind collective responsibility.  
 I am also dismayed at Ognyan Doynov’s statement that he has never been in 
Todor Zhivkov’s retinue.  
 Lately, many of those who Todor Zhivkov promoted and set against the honest 
people in the leadership of the party, and later removed according to his own reasons, 
present themselves as his victims and even as fighters against his personal dictatorship. 
Such is the case with the people’s representative Ognyan Doynov.  
 And now, about Ognyan Doynov’s accusations.  
 The first concerns my culpability for the increase of our foreign debt. Obviously, 
all of us who were in the government carry such responsibility to some extent. I do not 
believe Ognyan Doynov has forgotten that at the time when I was entrusted with the 
duties of Secretary of the Politburo’s currency commission, together with all the 
respective rights and authority, Bulgaria’s foreign debt was reduced from $4 billion in 
1978 to $2.923 billion in 1984.  
 Of course, no one should take personal credit for this because the sharp decrease 
in debt was the result of a truly nationwide mobilization.  
 Grisha Philipov announced in 1984 on instructions from Todor Zhivkov that I was 
not to deal with capitalist countries and currency problems any longer so that I could 
concentrate my attention on relations with the member-countries of the COMECON.  
 Regardless of this, during the past few years as a member of the government, I 
have opposed many times, with varying success, requests for an increase in the country’s 
currency expenses and a respective increase in the interest on debt. Such requests were 
made very often in connection with propositions for additional currency expenses by 
Ognyan Doynov or other individuals whom he managed. My colleagues in the 
government during these years can confirm this.  
 If we truly desire to be objective, we should also take into account that the reasons 
for the increase in the foreign debt during the last few years are connected not only to the 
deformations in economic policy, but also due to outside factors and domestic and 
international conditions. [...]  
 Analyzing Ognyan Doynov’s accusations and his whole speech, I ask myself what 
motivated him to utter so many untruths at once. Knowing him well, I am convinced that 



this is not accidental and is not due to a lack of knowledge about the true state of affairs. I 
come to the conclusion that in this case he is trying to place himself ahead of truthful 
revelation in order to present himself as a victim once again—this time a victim of the 
present party and state leadership. I am confident that this tactic will not hinder the 
clarification of actual facts, provided the requirements for objectivity and impartiality are 
fully adhered to.  
 As for me, I understand very well that I am one rather “inconvenient” witness to 
Ognyan Doynov because I am very well familiar with many of his risky projects and 
concrete actions due to the authority of the duties I performed.  
 He expressed doubts about my impartiality by voting against my appointment as 
chairman of the parliamentary commission for investigations and for resolving urgent 
issues related to deformation and violation of the law. Taking this into account, I have 
already asked the commission to relieve me of the obligation to deal with the cases 
concerning Ognyan Doynov. This will be performed by other members of the 
commission against whom he has not expressed reservations.  
 I will be grateful, esteemed Comrade Chairman, if you bring this letter of mine to 
the attention of the people’s representatives. 
 
18 December 1989 
 
With respect, 
[signature] 
 
Andrey Lukanov, 
 
People’s Representative from the 248th Electoral Region of Sliven 
 
[Source: Archive of the Bulgarian Parliament, Sofia. Document obtained by Jordan 
Baev.] 
 





















































Telegram from the Minister of Foreign Affairs (Bucharest) to all Embassies 
 

19 December 1989 
 
Cde. Chief of Mission, 
 
 In case you are asked during the exercise of your diplomatic attributes (we repeat: only in 
case you are asked) about the so-called events taking place in Timisoara, reiterate, with all clarity, 
that you have no knowledge of such events. After this short answer, and without allowing you to 
be drawn into a prolonged discussion, resolutely present the following: 
 We strongly reject any attempts to intervene in the internal affairs of S.R. Romania, a free 
and independent state. [We reject] any attempt to ignore the fundamental attributes of our 
national independence and sovereignty, any attempt at [harming] the security interests of our 
country, of viola ting its laws. The Romanian [government] will take strong actions against any 
such attempts, against any actions meant to provoke or cause confusion, [actions] initiated by 
reactionary circles, anti-Romanian circles, foreign special services and espionage organizations. 
The [Romanian] socialist state, our society, will not tolerate under any circumstances a violation 
of its vital interests, of the Constitution, and will take [any] necessary action to maintain the strict 
following of the letter of the law, the rule of law, without which the normal operation of all 
spheres of society would be impossible. No one, no matter who he is, is allowed to break the laws 
of the country without suffering the consequences of his actions. 
 Instruct all members of the mission to act in conformity with the above instructions. 
Inform [the Minister of Foreign Affairs] immediately of any discussions on this topic. 
 

Aurel Duma [Secretary of State9, MFA] 
 
Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe 
(AMAE), Ministry Telegrams, vol. 4/1989, pp. 387-388. Translated for CWIHP by Mircea 
Munteanu.] 
 





















To Comrade GORBACHEV M.S. 
 
Mikhail Sergeevich: 
 

On the events in Romania in the last few days we can still only judge on the basis 
of information that comes from news agencies, primarily Western ones. This information 
is often contradictory and does not allow one to construct a true picture. 

Our attempts to obtain the official version via Bucharest produced no results. 
Today, 20 December the Romanian ambassador will be invited to the MFA USSR 
[Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics] in order to obtain 
from him information on this issue. 

Until we have complete and objective information, we should not, in our opinion, 
be in haste to make a statement of the USSR Congress of People's Deputies, at best we 
could go not further than instructing the Commission on Foreign Affairs [of the Congress' 
Supreme Soviet] to prepare a draft proposal on our possible reaction with all 
circumstances in mind. 
 
E. SHEVARDNADZE 
 
20 December 1989 
 
[Source: Diplomaticheskii vestnik, no. 21/22, November 1994, pp. 74-79. Translated by 
Vladislav Zubok.] 
 



















Telegram from the Romanian Embassy in Moscow 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 
21 December 1989, 7:35 am 

 
Cde. Ion Stoica, Minister [of Foreign Affairs], 
Cde. Constantin Oancea, Deputy Minister [of Foreign Affairs], 
DRI 
 

 On 20 December 1989, during a discussion with G. N. Gorinovici, Director of the 
General Section for Socialist Countries in Europe, I expressed [the Romanian government’s] deep 
indignation in regards with the inaccurate and tendentious way in which the Soviet mass media is 
presenting the alleged events taking place in Timisoara. I stressed that the stories made public by 
radio and television are based on private, unofficial sources, and not on truthful information. 
Many stories refer to the Hungarian press agency MTI, which is known for its antagonistic 
attitude towards our country. I mentioned that V. M. Kulistikov, Deputy Chief Editor of the 
publication Novoe Vremia , during an interview given to Radio Svoboda, expressed some 
opinions vis-à-vis Romania with are unacceptable. I brought to his [Gorinovici’s] attention the 
fact that on 19 December, Soviet television found it necessary to air news regarding the events in 
Timisoara in particular, and in Romania in general, four separate occasions. 
 I argued that such stories do not contribute to the development of friendly relations 
between our two countries and that they cannot be interpreted in any other way but as an 
intervention in the internal affairs concerning [only] the Romanian government. I asked that the 
Soviet government take action to insure the cessation of this denigration campaign against our 
country and also to prevent possible public protests in front of our embassy. Gorinovici said that 
he will inform the leadership of the Soviet MFA. In regards with the problems raised during our 
discussion, he said that, in his opinion, no campaign of denigrating Romania is taking place in the 
Soviet Union. “The mass media had to inform the public of the situation,” Gorinovici indicated, 
in order to “counter-balance the wealth of information reaching the Soviet Union through 
Western airwaves. Keeping silent on the subject would have only [served to] irritate the Soviet 
public.” Following this statement, he recapitulated the well-known Soviet position with regards to 
the necessity of allowing a diversity of opinions and ideas be expressed in the context of 
informing the Soviet public about world events. 
 

(ss) [Ambassador] Ion Bucur 
 
[Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe, 
Moscow/1989, vol. 10, pp. 297-298. Translated for CWIHP by Mircea Munteanu.] 
 



Memorandum of conversation 
with the Ambassador of the SRR [Socialist Republic of Romania] in the USSR 

I. BUKUR 
21 December 1989 

 
 

I received I. Bukur, fulfilling his request. 
The Ambassador recounted the address of N. Ceausescu on Romanian radio and 

television on 20 December and handed over its complete text. 
When I asked if the events in Timisoara involved human casualties and what the 

present situation was in that region, the Ambassador responded that he possesses no 
information on this issue. He referred to the fact that the address of N. Ceausescu also 
says nothing on this score. 

I told the Ambassador that during the meeting of N. Ceausescu with the Soviet 
charge d'affaires in the SRR on 20 December [the former] expressed surprise that Soviet 
representatives made declarations on the events in Timisoara. Besides, during the 
meeting it was asserted [by Ceausescu] that the Romanian side possesses information that 
the action in Timisoara was allegedly prepared and organized with the consent of 
countries [that are] members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Moreover, the actions 
against Romania were allegedly plotted within the framework of the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization. 

According to our information, officials in Bucharest in conversation with 
ambassadors of allied socialist states expressed an idea about some kind of action of 
interference into the internal affairs of the SRR allegedly under preparation in the Soviet 
Union. 

I must declare on behalf of our side that such assertions can only puzzle us, have 
no foundation and do not correspond with reality [until this part Aboimov probably read 
the instructions.] 

Answering the Ambassador's question as to whether my words reflected the 
official viewpoint of the Soviet government, I told him that so far I have no instruction to 
make any declarations on behalf of the Soviet government, but my words certainly reflect 
our official position which postulates that the Soviet Union builds its relations with allied 
socialist states on the basis of equality, mutual respect and strict non-interference into 
domestic affairs. Considering the grave character of the statements of Romanian officials 
I cannot help expressing in preliminary order our attitude to these statements.... 

 
[Source: Diplomaticheskii vestnik, no. 21/22, November 1994, pp. 74-79. Translated by 
Vladislav Zubok.] 
 



Informational Note from the Romanian Embassy in Moscow 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Bucharest) 

 
21 December 1989, 8:00 am 

 
Cde. Ion Stoian, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Cde. Costantin Oancea, Deputy Foreign Minister, 
DR1 
 
During the evening of 20 December 1989, I was invited in audience at I. P. Aboimov, 
Deputy Foreign Minister of USSR. He related to me the following: 
 
 1. Lately, the Soviet press published news in connection to events unfolding in Romania, 
specifically with the events in Timisoara. It is true that some of the published materials are based, 
generally, on foreign [i.e. not Romanian] sources. It is evident that the [Soviet] mass media need 
information on the basis of which to inform the public. Aside from this, during meetings with 
foreign journalists, there were many requests addressed to the Soviet [government] to state its 
position in regards with the events taking place in Romania as they were presented by various 
press agencies. Furthermore, during his recent visits in Brussels and London, [Foreign Minister 
Edward] Shevardnadze11 was asked to state his opinion vis -à-vis those events. In London, after 
the official talks ended,12 the Soviet Foreign Minister had a difficult time convincing [Prime 
Minister Margaret] Thatcher that there should be no comments to the press on the events 
allegedly taking place in Romania. The [Romanian] Foreign Ministry is also informed that 
interest in this matter was expressed during working meetings of the Second Congress of the 
People’s Deputies taking place in Moscow at this time.13 The [Soviet] ambassador in Bucharest 
was instructed to contact the Romanian government and obtain, from authorized officials, 
information to confirm or refute the version of the events distributed by foreign press agencies. 
To this date, the Soviet Embassy was unable to obtain and transmit any such information. 
 Due to such problems, the Soviet government asks that the Romanian government send 
an informational note, even one that is restricted [cu caracter închis] regarding the events that are 
really taking place in Romania. [The Soviet government] is interested in receiving information 
that is as comprehensive as possible. If information is not received, it would be extremely 
difficult to create an effective set of directions for the Soviet mass media, with which there are, 
even so, many difficulties. [The Soviet government] is worried that, based on the news reported 
in the press, some of the deputies participating at the sessions, would ask that the 2nd Congress of 
the People’s Deputies take a position vis-à-vis the alleged events taking place in Romania. The 
MFA prepared for the deputies an information note in which it stresses that it does not have any 
official information, but it is possible that this argument will not accepted long. Based on the 
information available to the MFA, the Congress will adopt a resolution with regards to the US 
military actions in Panama. 
 Of course, there is no connection between the two events. In Panama, a foreign military 
intervention is taking place, while in Romania the events are domestic in nature. I. P. Aboimov 
stressed his previous request that the Romanian government send, in the spirit of cooperation 
between the two countries, an informational note truthfully describing the current situation in the 
country. 
 2. The Soviet MFA received a series of complaints that the border between the Soviet 
Union and Romania has been closed for Soviet citizens, especially tourists. The Soviet 
government was not previously informed with regards to this development. [T]his omission 
causes consternation. The Soviet government is not overly concerned with the situation, but 
[notes that] it creates difficulties with tourists that have already paid for and planned their 
vacations accordingly. 



 3. With regards to the above statements, I said that I would, of course, inform Bucharest 
of this. At the same time, I expressed the displeasure [of the Romanian government] with the fact 
that the Soviet radio, television and newspapers have distributed news regarding events in 
Romania taken from foreign news agencies, agencies that are distributing distorted and overtly 
antagonistic stories regarding the situation in Romania. I gave concrete examples of such stories 
published in newspapers such as Izvestia , Pravda, Komsomolskaia Pravda, Krasnaia Zvezda, 
stories distributed by western press agencies as well as the Hungarian Press Agency MTI, which 
is known for its antagonistic attitude towards our country. In that context, I mentioned that the 
Romanian government has not requested that the Soviet Union inform it concerning events 
unfolding in Grozny or Nagornîi -Karabah, nor has it published any news stories obtained from 
Western press agencies, believing that those [events] are strictly an internal matter concerning 
[only] the Soviet government. 
 I expressed my displeasure with the fact that some Soviet correspondents in Bucharest— 
including the TASS correspondent— have transmitted materials from unofficial sources, which 
contain untruthful descriptions of the events and which create in [the mind of] the Soviet public 
an erroneous impression of the situation existing in our country. I stressed the point that such 
behavior is not conducive to strengthening the relationship between our peoples and 
governments, on the contrary, causing [only] serious damage [to said relationship]. I brought to 
the attention of the Deputy Foreign Minister in no uncertain terms that a resolution of the 
Congress of the People’s Deputies [concerning] the alleged events taking place in Romania 
would be an action without precedent in the history of relations between the two countries and 
would cause serious damage to the relationship. 
 At I. P. Aboimov’s question, I described the events rega rding the situation of pastor 
László Tökes, as described in your memorandum, stressing that this information does not have an 
official character. I presented, in no uncertain terms, the decision of [the government of] Romania 
to reject any attempts at interference in the internal matters of Romania. I expressed the decision 
[of the Romanian leadership] to take any necessary measures against disruptive and diversionary 
actions perpetrated by reactionary, anti-Romanian circles, by foreign special services and 
espionage agencies (servicii speciale si oficinele de spionaj staine). With regard to the issue of 
tourists crossing the border in Romania, I said that I did not posses an official communication in 
this regard. I suggested that some temporary measures were adopted due to the need to limit 
access of certain groups of tourists [in the country]. [Those limitats were imposed] due to 
difficulties in assuring their access to hotel rooms and other related essential conditions. Those 
limitations do not apply to business travel or tourists transiting Romania. I reminded [I. P. 
Aboimov] that the Soviet government had introduced at different times such limitations on travel 
for Romanian tourists to certain regions [of the Soviet Union] (Grozny and Armenia), which 
[had] provoked dissatisfaction. 
 4. The conversation took place in a calm, constructive atmosphere. 
 

(ss) [Ambassador] Ion Bucur 
 

[Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe 
(AMAE), Telegrams, Folder: Moscow/1989, vol. 10, pp. 299-302. Translated for CWIHP by 
Mircea Munteanu.] 
 



Information Note from the Romanian Embassy in Moscow 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 
21 December 1989, 2:00 pm 

 
Comrade Ion Stoica, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
 
 1. On 21 December 1989, at 12:00 pm, I paid a visit to Deputy Foreign Minister I. P. 
Aboimov to whom I presented a copy of the speech given by Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu, 
General Secretary of the Romanian Communist Party [PCR] and President of the Socialist 
Republic of Romania [SRR], on the 20 December 1989 over radio and television. I. P. Aboimov 
made no comments with regard to the speech. He requested that the Soviet side receive 
information as to whether,during the events taking place in Timisoara, any deaths had occurred 
and what the current situation in the city was. 
 2. Aboimov said that during the 19 December discussions between the Soviet ambassador 
in Bucharest and Cde. Nicolae Ceausescu, the latter expressed his disapproval with the official 
declarations made by Soviet officials concerning the events in Timisoara. He [Ceausescu] said 
that those [actions taking place in Timisoara] are the result of strategies developed beforehand by 
[member nations of] the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO). [Ceausescu] suggested that certain 
officials in Bucharest told ambassadors from socialist countries that they have information with 
respect to the intention of the Soviet Union to intervene militarily in Romania. 
 As for the so-called official declarations [Aboimov added], they probably refer to a reply 
made by Cde. E[dward] Shevardnadze, [Soviet] Minister of Foreign Affairs to a question from a 
Western journalist during his trip to Brussels. [The question] referred to the events in Timisoara 
and [the question of] whether force was used there. Cde. Shevardnadze answered that “I do not 
have any knowledge [of this], but if there are casualties, I am distressed.” Aboimov said that, if 
indeed there are casualties, he considered [Shevardnadze’s] answer justified. He stressed tha t E. 
Shevardnadze made no other specific announcement in Brussels [with regards to the events in 
Timisoara]. Concerning the accusations that the actions [in Timisoara] were planned by the 
Warsaw Pact, and specifically the declarations with regard to the intentions of the USSR, 

Aboimov said that, personally, and in a preliminary fashion, he qualifies the declarations as 
“without any base, not resembling reality and apt to give rise to suspicion. It is impossible that 
anybody will believe such accusations. Such accusations”— Aboimov went on to say— “have 
such grave repercussions that they necessitate close investigation.” 
 He stressed that the basis of interaction between the USSR and other governments rested 
on the principles of complete equality among states, mutual respect, and non-intervention in 
internal affairs. 
 

(ss) [Ambassador] Ion Bucur 
 

[Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe 
(AMAE), Moscow/1989, vol. 10, pp. 303-304. Translated for CWIHP by Mircea Munteanu. ] 
 







Telegram from the Romanian Embassy in Moscow 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Bucharest) 

 
22 December 1989, 07:30 am 

 
Cde. Constantin Oancea, Deputy [Foreign Affairs] Minister 
Directorate 1— Socialist Countries, Europe 
 
 During a conversation between N. Stânea and V. L. Musatov, Deputy Director of the 
International Department of the Central Committee (CC) of Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
(CPSU) [Musatov], referring to the situation in Eastern European countries, declared: 
 The processes taking place [in Eastern Europe] are the result of objective needs. 
Unfortunately, these processes taking place are [sometimes] incongruous. In some countries, such 
as Hungary and Poland, the changes that took place went outside the initial limits planned by the 
[local] communists, who have [now] lost control. The situation is also becoming dangerous in 
Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic [GDR]. At this time, in Bulgaria the 
[Communist] Party is trying to maintain control, however, it is unknown which way the situation 
will evolve. As far as it is concerned, the CPSU is trying to give aid to the communists. 
Representatives of the CC of the CPSU have been or are at this time in the GDR [and] 
Czechoslovakia to observe the situation personally. The attitude towards the old leadership is 
regrettable. For example, [East German Communist Party leader] E[rich] Honecker will be 
arrested. In the majority of these countries there are excesses against the communists. The Soviet 
government is preoccupied with the future of “Our Alliance.” [The Soviet government] is 
especially interested in the evolution of events in the GDR, in the background of the discussions 
taking place regarding reunification. The Soviet Union is following all these events, but is not 
getting involved in the internal affairs of the respective countries. 
 

(ss) [Ambassador] Ion Bucur 
 

[Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe 
(AMAE), Moscow/1989, vol. 10, p. 313. Translate d for CWIHP by Mircea Munteanu.] 
 



Telegram from the Romanian Embassy in Moscow 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Bucharest) 

 
22 December 1989, 04:20 pm 

 
Cde. Ion Stoian, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
 
On 22 December 1989, at 02:00 pm I. P. Aboimov, Deputy Foreign Affairs Minister, 
called me at the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Accompanying me was I. Rîpan, [Embassy] 
secretary. V. A. Lapsin, [Soviet MFA] secretary was also present. 
 
 Aboimov said that he was instructed to present, on behalf of the Soviet leadership, the 
following reply to the message sent [by the Romanian government] through the Soviet 
ambassador in Bucharest [during his discussion with Nicolae Ceausescu on 19 December]. 
 “The message sent [by] the Romanian nation on 20 December of this year, has been 
carefully examined in Moscow. We consider the problems raised in the message as very serious,15 

since they are dealing with the basic issues of our collaboration. 
 In the spirit of sincerity, characteristic for our bilateral relations, we would like to 
mention that we are surprised by its tone and the accusations regarding the position and role of 
the Soviet Union with respect to the events taking place in Timisoara. We reject wholeheartedly 
the statements with regard to the anti-Romanian campaign supposedly taking place in the Soviet 
Union, not to mention the accusation that the actions against Romania have allegedly planned by 
the Warsaw Treaty Organization [WTO]. Such accusations are unfounded and absolutely 
unacceptable. Just as absurd are the declarations of certain Romanian officials who are suggesting 
that the Soviet Union is preparing to intervene in Romania. We are starting, invariably, from the 
idea that, in our relations with allied nations, as well as with all other nations, the principles of 
sovereignty, independence, equality of rights, non-intervention in the internal affairs. These 
principles have been once again confirmed during the [WTO] Political Consultative Committee 
summit in Bucharest. 
 It is clear that the dramatic events taking place in Romania are your own internal 
problem. The fact that during these events deaths have occured has aroused deep grief among the 
Soviet public. The declaration adopted by the Congress of the People’s Deputies is also a 
reflection of these sentiments. 
 Furthermore, I would like to inform you that our representative at the UN Security 
Council has received instructions to vote against convening the Security Council for [the purpose 
of] discussing the situation in Romania, as some countries have proposed. We consider that this 
would be an infringement of the sovereignty of an independent state by an international 
organization. 
 We want to hope that, in the resolution of the events in Romania, wisdom and realism 
will prevail and that political avenues to solve the problems to the benefit of [our] friend, the 
Romanian nation, will be found. 
 Our position comes out of our sincere desire not to introduce into our relationship 
elements of suspicion or mistrust, out of our desire to continue our relations normally, in the 
interest of both our nations, [and in the interest of] the cause of peace and socialism. 
 I. P. Aboimov asked that this message be sent immediately to Bucharest. 
 

(ss) [Ambassador] Ion Bucur 
 

[Source: Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— Arhivele Ministerului Afacerilor Externe 
(AMAE), Telegrame, Folder Moscow/1989, vol. 10, pp. 324 -325. Translated for CWIHP by 
Mircea Munteanu] 



From the diary of 
I.P. ABOIMOV 23 December 1989 
 

Record of conversation with the Ambassador 
of the SFRY [Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia] 

in the USSR, MILAN VERES 
22 December 1989 

 
 

I received M. Veres on his request. 
He referred to the instruction of the Union Secretariat on Foreign Affairs of the 

SFRY and shared the available information on the events in Romania, corroborated by 
the General Consulate of the SFRY in Timisoara and by numerous Yugoslav citizens 
who returned from the SRR. He also reported on the Yugoslav evaluations of the 
developments in Romania. 

The beginning of the dramatic development could be traced to the events of 15-16 
December in Timisoara where a large group of people protested against the action of the 
authorities with regard to the priest L. Tokes. This process grew into a huge 
demonstration of the population of the city against the existing order. According to the 
estimates of officials of the General Consulate of the SFRY, there were up to 100,000 
people, including workers, university and school students, who participated in the 
demonstration. Protest actions took place also in Arad, Brasov and Cluj. Large 
contingents of militia and military were used against demonstrators in Timisoara. 
According to the Yugoslavs, during those clashes several hundred people died, and 
according to some unchecked data the number of casualties exceeded 2,000. In the 
downtown area shops, restaurants, cafes were destroyed, many streetcars and automobiles 
were also burnt down. Timisoara is surrounded by troops, but protest actions continue in 
the city. Workers seized factories and are threatening to blow them up if the authorities 
do not satisfy the people's demands. Officials of the General Consulate of the SFRY, the 
Ambassador remarked, noticed that a number of soldiers and militiamen expressed their 
sympathies with demonstrators. There were also slogans "The Army will not shoot at 
students and school children." 

The Yugoslav-Romanian border is practically sealed; its defenses are fortified by 
troops along its whole length, including check-points. So far the Romanian side 
authorized only the passing of people with diplomatic and other service passports. The 
Ambassador informed us that the Yugoslavs had evacuated members of the families of 
officials of their General Consulate. He disavowed reports of a number of Western news 
agencies that participants of the demonstration [in Timisoara] found refuge on the 
territory of the Yugoslav compound, whose premises allegedly were penetrated by 
Romanian militia. 

According to Yugoslav estimates, stressed M. Veres, the main reason for 
disorders in Timisoara and their spread subsequently around a number of other cities, 
including the capital of the SRR, is rooted in profound popular dissatisfaction with the 
economic situation in the country accumulated over [many] years, with low living 
standards, the lack of basic food and consumer goods, and with the unwillingness of the 
leadership to undertake at least some measures to democratize the political system.  



The Ambassador pointed out that the Yugoslav public is very concerned about the 
situation in the neighboring country. The mass media of the SFRY are informing the 
population in detail about the events, including many reports about reactions abroad. On 
19 December the Union Executive Vece [executive branch of the Yugoslav state] came 
out with an appropriate declaration, expressing profound concern and regret with regard 
to casualties during the crack-down on the demonstrations. On 20 December the 
Presidium of the CC CPY [Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia] 
denounced the actions of the Romanian authorities and laid political responsibility at the 
door of the leadership of the RCP [Romanian Communist Party]. It declared a temporary 
suspension of all contacts with the RCP and repealed an earlier invitation [to the RCP] to 
send a delegation to the 14th Congress of the CPY (January 1990). All public 
organizations of Yugoslavia, as well as both chambers of the Skupcina [parliament] made 
sharp protests. Late on 21 December the Presidium of the SFRY adopted a resolution 
denouncing reprisals against the demonstrators, that led to a large loss of human life. 

M. Veres stressed that of particular cause for concern in Belgrade is the situation 
with Yugoslav ethnic minorities in the SRR. He said that the SFRY supports a peaceful 
resolution of the situation in Romania and is against any foreign interference into 
Romanian affairs.... 

 
Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR I. ABOIMOV 
 
[Source: Diplomaticheskii vestnik, no. 21/22, November 1994, pp. 74-79. Translated by 
Vladislav Zubok.] 
 
 



From the diary of ABOIMOV I.P.  
25 December 1989 
 

Record of conversation 
with U.S. Ambassador to the USSR, J. MATLOCK 

24 December 1989 
 

I received U.S. Ambassador J. Matlock at his request. 
Referring to instructions received from Washington, the Ambassador said that, in 

the opinion of the American leadership, the Soviet Union and the United States should 
continue the exchange of opinions with regard to the events in Romania. The situation in 
Romania still is very uncertain. The American side is very concerned by the fact that 
warfare between the forces of state security and army units continues, and casualties 
among the civilian population are mounting. In this regard Matlock referred to the 
positive significance of the fact that the opinions of the Soviet Union and the United 
States coincided to the effect that there should be support given to the group that is trying 
to govern Romania and to fulfill the will of the Romanian people. 

Then the American presented the following thought. The United States paid 
attention to the conviction expressed by the Soviet Union that military intervention is out 
of question. With equal interest the United States regarded the declaration of the Soviet 
government about its readiness to give immediate humanitarian assistance to the 
Romanian people. The American side would be greatly interested to hear the Soviet 
assessment of the developments in Romania, as well as the opinion of the Soviet side 
with regard to the most effective ways of supporting the Romanian people and the new 
leadership of Romania.... 

 
I informed the Ambassador that earlier, in addition to the Declaration of the 

Soviet government, a TASS Declaration was published. This step by our side was 
necessitated by grave concern over the very tense situation around the house populated 
by officials of the Soviet trade mission in Bucharest. It turned out to be in the epicenter of 
combat and for some time was partially seized by the terrorist forces. Only by the end of 
the day were they dispersed and we could evacuate the inhabitants from the house. I drew 
the attention of the American to the fact that among them two people were lightly 
wounded, and not one-as it was earlier reported. Now these people are located on the 
territory of the Soviet Embassy. 

At the present moment the main task is to carry out the evacuation of Soviet 
citizens from Romania, first of all women and children. I informed the U.S. Ambassador 
of those options that are under consideration.... 

 
We maintain contact with representatives of the new Romanian leadership, if only 

via telephone. We informed them about our steps directed at giving humanitarian 
assistance to the Romanian population. Several times we inquired of the new leadership 
of Romania about what urgent needs they have. We received no clear answer to our 
question. It looks like the Front's Council still lacks clear ideas on this score. 

With regard to the question raised by the American about the most effective 
approaches to the organization of humanitarian assistance to Romania, I repeated that 



there is no full clarity about it. The Soviet Union is carrying out measures to prepare such 
assistance, and its practical implementation, according to its own understanding of 
Romania's needs. 

We informed the new Romanian leadership and also informed the International 
Red Cross Committee and the International Health Organization that we had set up 
hospitals in the frontier cities of the Soviet Union to receive wounded from Romania. In 
Moldavia they are already expecting the first group of 600 wounded. 

About the means of assistance. The first load valued at a half million rubles (11 
rail-cars) will be sent by rail. Trains in Romania still function. In addition, we gave 
instruction to the leadership of Moldavia to get in touch with border districts in Romania 
and clarify two issues. First, what do they need most. Second, to ask for their advice as to 
the best way to transport the loads. 

To finish the exposition of our thoughts on the situation in Romania, I remarked 
that we are in close contact on these questions with our Warsaw Treaty allies as well as 
with all other states that approach us. So we take as a positive sign the desire of the 
American side to exchange opinions. We consider contacts of this kind very useful. 

Reacting to our words, Matlock thought that now the United States is seeking 
optimal ways of cooperation in order to give assistance to Romania. According to 
Matlock, the United States would be ready to give assistance in medicine and food, as 
well as in logistics of transporting this assistance. In this context the American 
ambassador made the following request. If the Soviet side develops some ideas on this 
score, the American side is very interested in being kept up to date. 

I responded that naturally we would be ready at any moment to share our 
considerations with the American side. 

Then Matlock touched on the issue that, apparently, he wanted to raise from the 
very beginning of the conversation. The Administration, he said, is very interested in 
knowing if the possibility of military assistance by the Soviet Union to the Romanian 
National Salvation Front is totally out of question. Matlock suggested the following 
option: what would the Soviet Union do if an appropriate appeal came from the Front? 
Simultaneously, the Ambassador hinted at the idea, apparently on instructions from 
Washington. He let us know that under the present circumstances the military 
involvement of the Soviet Union in Romanian affairs might not be regarded in the 
context of "the Brezhnev doctrine." 

To this sounding out by the American I gave the entirely clear and unequivocal 
answer, presenting our principled position. I declared that we did not visualize, even 
theoretically, such a scenario. We stand against any interference in the domestic affairs of 
other states and we intend to pursue this line firmly and without deviations. Thus, the 
American side may consider that "the Brezhnev doctrine" is now theirs as our gift. 

Developing this thesis further, as a clarification, I drew the interlocutor's attention 
to the fact that it was on the basis of these considerations that the Soviet Union was and 
still is against convening the Security Council (SC) to consider the situation in Romania. 

The American, however, immediately inquired what would be the Soviet reaction 
if the National Salvation Front itself appeals to convene the SC. 

I said that we are still not ready to contemplate such a hypothetical possibility. 



In the end both sides confirmed the positive evaluation of the exchange of 
opinions that took place. They expressed support of continuing contacts with regard to 
the rapidly changing situation in Romania. 

Participants of the meeting included deputy head of the Directorate of the USA 
and Canada I.N. Podrazhanets, third secretary of the DUSAandC [Directorate of USA 
and Canada in the Soviet Foreign Ministry] N.N. Spassky and first secretary of the U.S. 
embassy in Moscow J. Shoemaker. 
 
Deputy minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR I. ABOIMOV 
 
[Source: Diplomaticheskii vestnik, no. 21/22, November 1994, pp. 74-79. Translated by 
Vladislav Zubok.] 
 
 
 
 










































