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| 1. On 5 June 1967 Subjeat came to Dr K1 house to pick up

6 tickets for the graduation geremony at the Columbia University
schaduled for thﬁ_ﬁagﬁ;dayg'Shg was yather upset and then became
‘distressed because, as she explained, her children had not arrived
together with sone othev personnel as she hoped they waulds AlBoO
tho children of the Head of the Byelorussian lMission did not come.
Subject felt very unhappy about it but she still hoped they would
come., The worst was that nothing was sald about it at all. Subject
was coumpletely dlistraught and oried for quite & while,

Whe£lnr Kl remarked that this was just another reflection on the
Boviet regime and its "humaniem", Subject calmed down somewhat and
stressed that ""this hadvnoth&ﬁg to do with the regime'. She 5ust
felt unhappy and longed for her children, and she still hoped to see
them here soons Anyway she was not like Svetlana STALIN who did not
care for her childrea and whom Dr X1 defended.

2. This gave Subject an occaslon to vehemently attack
Svetlana ALLILUYEVAvuhe in hei opinion betrayed her.country. hor
poople, and even her father. 'iow could she have done it to her_father
Subject alﬂost shouted - even if she did not care for the people and th
party". "How could she have done it now‘at_the 50th anniversary of the
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;*‘Asl{ed by Dr K1 whether she was going to deven? Stalin, Subjogt
replied that indeed Stalin had done mueh good and shonll be
appreciated for his achlevements. In her oninionEKHPUSH°HEV VIAS
eompletely'wrong in dencuncing Stalin ”alltOUCbLG“" at the 20th
Congreas of the CPSU, 1Instead of belng objective and glve oredit for
his @reat service to the Sﬁviet Union, KhruehcheV$put all the
emphaais on the negative faatures of Stalin's activity and as a resuli
completely distorted the true image. of Stalin, But she hoped *
now, at the 50th anniversary of the October Revolution, this disiortina
willfbe corregted and ‘'we will agaln have an-objedtive appralgei of
Stalin". | |

‘3; Prior to Dr Kl argument with SE@j&;&fabéﬁt_ﬁtalin-aﬂi his
daughter (when Subject was still in teams'ﬁmﬂ'&*sh@éésed}, e X1
asked her about what had actually happened to "cQuL"Ct"" ie2¢ Why
Xiev had become so little interested in tihcn. fubiicet repliecd that
indeed there was some slowdown in this f£i21d in Uiev and tho Society
of LEVISHCHENKO was responsible for that. Inoldent.lly, there was alsoc
talk about it here in the‘Miasion, and é%FENIAVSKY“haJ agled KLORCTYC.I
to ralse this problenm egain in {iev and 8o souething nbout it
IEVISHCHERKEGYs group was not satisfied with the up~to date

developuent of "contacts" and was agalust this increasc nt the present
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