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TBE ~AIiOV-MMXNKOV ELATIONSHIP 

The hypOthesis is frequently advanced that Zhdanov and Mslenkov 
engaged in a bitter pol i t ical  conflict for  Stalin's favor and fo r  . 
control over the Soviet Communist Party, 
importance, since many observers profess t o  see i n  this conflict and 
its outcome an explanation fo r  msuy of the problems of Soviet policy 
in the post-war years, 
ite of various versions of the alleged Zhdanov-Malenkov controversy.l/ 

!Chis is a matter of some 

The hypothesis set forth below is a campos- 

Under  this hypothesis, a rise in the itlfluence of one was accom- 
panied by a -tal eclipse of the other. Zhdanov, who was pxy-emi- 
nent in the Party and generally accorded t o  be Stalin's favorite 
p r io r  t o  the war, was sent t o  Leniagrad a t  the time of the Nazi at- 
tack. Malenkov, a rising young man who had become prominent only in 
February 1941, was made a member of the Supreme Defense Cou ci1, a 
five-man streamlined Politburo f o r  the conduct of the ward In the 
Supreme Defense Council Malenkov was Stalin's bmedlate subordinate. 
f o r  party affairs, vith addi t ional  responsibility fo r  aircraft pro- 
duction and f o r  the relocation of Soviet industry from western USSR 
t o  the east. 

7 

Uter the tide of the war.turned and t h e  Sovlet  armies began t o  
retake occupied areas, Wlenkov was made Chairman of a new S t g t e  Com- 
m i t t e e  f o r  the Rehabilitation of Devastated Territorles. 
m i t t e e ,  With Berla, Milroyan, V02uesensky and Andreev as m e m b e r s ,  was 
responsible f o r  Industrial, agricultural and p o l i t i c a l  reconstruction 
i n  the Soviet t e r r t to r ies  recovered flmn the Gemns. 
German-occupied areas had held a large portion of Soviet industry, 
agriculture and population, the Illagnitude of the responsibilities of 
this cwrmittee was great. 

!l!his cam: 

Since the 

r/ Proponents of this  hypothesis, such as Ruth Fischer, Franz 
Borkenau and B o r i s  Bicolaevslgr, have their  own varlELllt8, sad each 
has drawn attention t o  facts  overlooked by others. Bicolaevsky, 
fo r  example, was the only outside obsemr  t o  discover that 
Mslenkov appeared in  Soviet agricultural affairs in 1947. 

The original five members of the supreme Defense council were  
Stalin, Molotov, Voroshilov, Malenkov and BerFa. 
were Kagandch, Voznesensky and Mikoyan. 
replaced by Bulganin. 

Later a d d 1 t i O n s  
Voroshilov was later 
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Zhdanov, meanwhile, w h a t e v e r  the reason for  his original assign- 
ment to Leningrad in 1941, may have been in some s o r t  of disfavor in 
January 1945. After the successful defense of Leningrad, he was re- 
lieved of his duties as Fi rs t  Secretary of the Leningrad C i t y  and 
Province Committees. 
presented wlth the Order of Lenln, zhdaaov's name was mentioned, but 
only as one of the Politburo members. Zhdanov moved to  ~ l s i a k i  as 
Chairman of the A l l i e d  Control Commission in Finlaad and remalned 
there u n t i l  December 1945, a t  which time he returned t o  Moscow. 

In January 1945, when the ci ty  of Leningrad was 

Thereafter, Zhdanov again managed t o  secure Stalin's f amr  and 
to  eclipse Malenkw. 
ideological cleanslng of the Communist Party and for  a tightenang up 
of Soviet socletrgenerally. Zhdanw himself spearheaded the ideo- 
logical purge. He then ,began undercutting Malenkov: he successfully 
unseated him from several key positions, and then attacked such 88-  

soehtes of his a8 Varga and A l e k s a n a r w .  
peared t o  be concerned, from late 1946 on, wlth agricultural problems 
and suffered a great loss of prominence. 

Zhdanov I s  said t o  have been a fanatic Communist ,  and t o  have 
believed that it was po6slble t o  make striking advances internation- 
a l ly  through foreign Communist Parties, particularly In France and 
Italy. Specifically, he is said t o  have been responsible for  the 
organization of the comidorn in S e p t e m b e r  1947, a foreign policy 
move which a t  the minimum was intended t o  sabotage the Marshall Plan 
but which was ale0 intended'to launch the French and I ta l ian Parties 
Into revolutionary action t o  seize power. 

Zhdanov sold Stalin on the necessity for an 

As for Mslenkov, he ap- 

!L%e French Communist Party undertook violent. action in November  

In February 1948, 

of 1947 and, unti l  broken by the French army, almost succeeded In 
paralyzing the government and the economy. The Italian Party under- 
took similar actiop, but wlth much less seccess. 
the.Czechoslovak Communist Party succeeded in  seizing parer; the lm- 
petus for this was attributed t o  Zhdanm. 

A t  the founding conference of the ComInPonn in Septeaiber '194'7, 
Zhdanov supported the Yugoslav delegate13 i n  their  criticism of the 
backward pol&cies of other Communis t  Parties, especislly the French 
and Italian, a d  in general indicated h is  approval of the policies 
of the Yugoslav Communists. Tito, however, was proving t o  be less 
than completely obedient, and in 1948 Stalin decided that it was nec- 
essary t o  take disciplinary action. After negotiations laeting four 
months, characterized by efforts of Stalin and Molotov t o  i n t i m i d a t e  
and sp l i t  the Yugoslav Politburo, it became necessary t o  apply the 
extreme sanction against Ti to :  excommunication from the Commualst  
fold. 

. -  
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During th i s  period, the turn of events .Ln Western Europe had 
led 'the United States t o  take the Initiative i n  attemptine; unilateral 
solution of the West Geman economic situation. 
French joined in  this  effort i n  the w i n t e r  of 1967-48. 
action entailed an attempt t o  capitalize on the most exposed position 
of the West, the Allied sectors of Berlin, an effort  that  culmipited 
in  the full blockade of Berlin in June 1948. 

The British and the 
R u s s i s n  re-  

, . . . . ;  . ..... 
. ..... t. , : .  .. . .  . .  / I  - 

I... 

According t o  the hypothesis being set forth, Stalin held zhdanov 
responsible for  the vari us reverses in S3viet policy, in particular 
the Yugoslav defection.3 Zhdanov's death on 31 August 1948 signalled 
the end of the so-called Zhdanw perl0a.d Af'ter his  Death, Malenkov 
r8pidI.y achieved a high position In official  listlz.qs of the Polit- 
buro, vbich was generally taka t o  iadicate that he had returned t o  
grace. Malenkov then allegedly Initiated a-purge of varions persons 
who owed their positions to  Zhdanw'e influence. 
Berlin blockade was l iqu ia ted  and the Greek CiVi1,War was permitted 
t o  come t o  an end, and the emphasis in Sovie€ foreign policy vlsibly 
began t o  sh i f t  t o  the Far East, wheq the Chinese Communists were . 
rapidly gaining complete control of mslxiLand China. 

Meanwhile, the 

-. 
. ./ ,  

* * * * *  

. .._. 

What now can be said with regard t o  this hypothesis? There are 
several very cr i t ica l  questions involved in it. 
Was there i n  fac t  poli t ical  enmity *.tween Zhdanov and Malenkov? 
Kalenkov truly lose out in the period f7'om, say, August 1946 t~ t o  
BOUE t b e  early Fn 194.81 

These questions are: 
Did 

For exaaple, dfd Malenkov find himself in 

- - - - ' - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

A t  the time, many observers attributed the Y U ~ O S ~ ~ V  break t o  
Zhdanov's pmportealy hard llne toward the Y U ~ O S ~ V S ,  i.e., t o  an. 
attempt on h l ~  part t o  set  the came standards of ideological and 
polit ical  conformity for the Satellite countries as hah been ap- 
plied in the USSR. Others believed, on the contrary, that Tito 
was Zhdanov's principal ally i n  the international Communis t  sphere, 
apd that Tito's defection VSS not so much a result of Zhdanov's 
effort  t o  bully the Yugoslavs as it was the cause of his being 
irrevocably discredited. 

There were numerous XIXUWS and much speculation that Zhdanov was 
murdered. 
by the so-called D O C t O r 8 '  Plot of January 1953. 

This speculation was revfved and given added impetus 

- 3 -  

. 



. .  : . 

agriculture as a top-ranking trouble shooter o r  was he relegated to- 
, th i s  f ie ld  in disgrace? Was Zhdanov in fac t  responsible for ' the ii- 

ternatioaal communist expansionism of this period? Was there in fact 
a purge conducted by Malenkov after Zhdanov's death and after pleslen- 
kov vss back in'Stalin'e good graces? Was there in fact a s h l f t  In 
emphasis in Soviet policy t o  the Far East followlag Zhdanov's death 
and during the period of Malenkov's rise? 

THE POLITICAL ECLIPSE OF WUENKOV 

 he question of whether ~hdanov and klenkov were polit ical  
enemies depends a great deal on the answer t o  the question whether 
Malenkov really lost  both responeibilities aad prestige in the fa33 
of 1946. Tbe evidence for ~alenkov's poli t ical  ecltpse is as fol- 
lows : 

. _  

1. In  early October 1946, a source of the US Military A t -  
tache in  Moscow reported that Malenkbv bad suf'fered some meas- 
ure of disgrace, al$hough he was unable t o  give the reasons for 
the alleged trouble. Although on 18 October it was announced 
that Malenkov had been "coafinned" a$ Deputy Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers, there was a rumor in Moscow tht this.con- 
stituted a demotion. This was given added credence on 24 Oc- 
tober when the AP correspondent in Moscow received from the 
Chief of the Soviet Information Bureau an off ic ia l  biography of 
Malenlcov. This biography omitted reference t o  Malenkovis "re- 
sponsible work tn the Central Cammittee," which is believed to 
have been done in his position on Stalin's personal secretariat; 
it omitted reference t o  the fac t  that Malenlcov had been a Sec- 
retary of 'the Party ' for many years; axid finally, it omitted ref 4 
erence to  the fact  that Malenkw had been an alternate member 
of the Politburo since 1939 and a full member since only the 
pEceding March. The reporting officer noted that  the biography 
had been Initialed by a superior of the Chief of the Soviet In- 
formation Bureau, and he comrmeated that such Initialing was 
usually an indication that the I t e m  bad been cleared with higher 
authority: 

\ 

2. Apparently, Mahnkm W ~ B  removed from the Secretarlat 
of the Central Committee and los t  control'over Party personnel 
matters durlng this  period. He was given these responsibilities 
in 1939 and he retained them-through the war; he was last iden- 
t i f ied  in the Party Secretariat in the spring of 1946. 
after he was not l isted among the Party Secretariee, nor was 
the designation "Secretary" given after his  name on Soviet cal- 
endars, election listbgs, and so  forth, unti l  20 July 1948. 

There- 
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tee, and he was identified 

. .  

as 

OP th i s  date he' signed a telegram of condolence t o  the leader 
of the Japanese Communist Party, Tokuda, as a SecretAry of' the 

. .  . ... . 

As noted above, there is no evidence assoclatiug Malenkov 
with the Central Committee apparatus, nm nith Party personnel 
matters, during ais  period. 
these ~ 6 p ~ l b ~ ~ l t i e 6  would be strengthened If some other per- 
sbn could be reliably identified as responsible f o r  then. Ten- 
tstive e.vLdence s h s t s  that A. A. Kuznetsov may have rece€ved 
these respOnS~bllltle6. A. A. Kuznetsov was a former deputy t o  
Zhdanov in the Lenfngrad Party organization, and became 8 mem- 
ber of the Secretariat and O r g b u r o m  

The supposition tha th lenkov l o s t  

I 

A report or early 1949 
[stated that the Central 

I 'I 
e "had created a 

'coarmission headed by Central Committee Secretary Kuznetsov, 
which adopted very stern measures in approving prospective Sov- 
i e t  Military Administration (in Germany) officials and workers. "r/ 

C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
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3. Malenkov, following his  apparent eclipse, was subse- 
quently identified bs 

This requires a certain exglauation of the agriculture 
problem exist- a t  t h a t  t ime.  During the war the Communist 
Party had relaxed a number of its harsher measures with regard 
t o  the peasantry ahd, as a result, the peasants had concentrated 
their efforts on private holdings a t  the expense of communal 
Land and had disposed of the produce from these private holdlngs 
on the free market a t  high prices, Due to  the destruction re- 
sulting from the war, the disruption of the kolkhoz system, and 
a severe drought and a poor harvest In 1946, the Government and 
Party found it necessary t o  res t r ic t  severely bread ratioxu and 
the release of grains. 
tion of agricultural produce was grown on private holdings and 
disposed of by the peasantry bn the free market, the Government 
found it difficulVto control the flow of grains and t o  effect 
a cut i n  bread rations. Due t o  the same factors, furthermore, 
there had been a disproportionate flow of money from the c l ty  
t o  the countryside, and peasant 13avLogs had risen sharply. 
'phis served t o  strengthen the bargaining position of the =,as- 
antry vls-a-vls the Soviet Government and Party. 
noted that it was this  situation which led t o  the extreme deval- 
uation .of the ruble la December 1947, which practically wiped 
out peasant savings.) Agriculture was thus the most c r i t i ca l  
problem facing the Soviet Government i n  the f a l l  and e n t e r  of 
1946-47, The possibility exists that Malenkov was moved into 
agriculture as a top-flight trouble shooter. 

However, because an unduly large propor- 

( I t  may be 

'phis possibility, however, does not appear t o  be supported 
by available evlbnce. Beginning in September 1946, the G w -  
ermnent and Party began t o  issue a series of joint decrees &- 
signed t o  correct abuses of the kolkhoz charter and t o  meet the 
agriculture crisis.  These decrees were signed by Stalip on be- 
half of the Government and by Zhdanw on behalf of the Central 
Commi t t ee  of the party. on 8 October 1946 a council for  Col- 
lective Farms Affairs of almost forty members was established. 
A. A. Andreev, a Politburo member, was designated Chairman of 
this  council. Malenko~ was not a meaiber. 
plenary session of the Central Committee was held t o  discuss 
the agricultural crisis and it was Andreev who presented the 
report. Finally, a plain-text message of Noveuiber 1947, re- 
porting on an agricultural problem, was j0Intl.y addressed t o  
Malenkw a t  the Council of Ministers and t o  Zhdanov a t  the 

P 

In March 1947, a 

. . . .  

- 6 -  

I I 

i 

-' I 
1 

, .  
I 

i 
I 

1 
I 



. .  . .  

I 

. . . . . . . ...... 

. .  
...,..e., .. .. . .. .. . .  .. .. 

. . . . . . . . 

. .. 

.. ., . .. . 

...: ?. . .. 

Central Comnittee. Thus, although agriculture was indeed the 
lrey'problem In late 1946 aad 1947, it does not appeaf-that 
Maleakov becapae- the dominant policy-making figure, but rather 
he seems to  bave occupied an anomalous position. 

throughout this  period. 
that Malenkov "was acknowledged t o  be StalIn's prhc ipa l  adviser 
OD: Internal polit ical  problem." Y e t ,  by 7 N m e m b e r  1946, 
Malenkov's position had dropped i n  the Politburo l is t ing and 
Zhdanw appeared t o  have taken his  place in Stalin's favor. It 
1s- important t o  note that Malenkov was the only Politburo mem- 
ber whose status dropped significantly in the period f r o m  1946 
to 194.8 and whose position rose measurably after Zhdanofr's 
death: 
dized, and he was not ope of the five principal "candidates". 
This relative obscurity prevailed through 1947 and the first 
half of 194.8. 

- 

4. TIER is, fina.w, the question of ~ a ~ n k o v f s p r e s t i g e  
In March 1946, the  US Embassy reportGd 

. 

In the 1947 elections, Malenkov vas not widely propagan- 

The evidence adduced above ah$& conclus$v+y establishes that 
Mslenkov's career suffer& a very.sharp set-back ia 1946, Fnvolvin@; 
a severe reduction In the scope of his  duties and responsibilities 
and, thekefore, i n  his parer. What his  personal relatione with 
Stalin-were- cannot be said; It mast be remembered that Malenkm did 
s ~ v e  this cr i t ica l  period, a& we can be sure that if stalin had 
&%loped rei31 dislike or distrust of Malenkov, the latter would 
have disappeared completely. 

In 1945 Wlenkov was Involved i n  many activit ies other than 
those relating-to the Comrmrnist Party. These act ivi t ies  undoubtedly 
brought him Into conflict with other Soviet leaders. 
tempted below a-summazy of Monost ion relating to these qctivities, 
in  an effort t o  throw some l ight 0nMalenkov~s fortunes during th i s  
period. 

Wre is at- 

Soviet Intelligence Activities. In 1940 and 1941, 
[Malenkw was the Politburo member re 

I , Including those of Soviet intelllgence. He was 
?ls9. said =en responsible fo r  resolving jurisdictional dis- 
putes between the People's C o m m i s s a r i a t s  f o r  Foreign Affairs and In- 
te-1 Affalrs, and the Military Intelligence apparatus. In  connec- 
tion with Intelligence questions, the Chief of the GRU (Military 
Intelligence Directorate) a t  that time, F. I. Golikov, was said t o  
have a direct telephone l ine to  Malenkov's office. A s i m i l a r  
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association is revealed in the Information made available in the 
Gotlzentro case. According t o  Gwzenko, 'Malenkov bad been Chief of 
the Foreign Sector of the Cen-3. Conrmittee- apparatus, which was 
a m n t l y  responsible for the selection and suprvision of Soviet - .  

I 

L I I 

It may be that Malenkov's polit ical  eclipse ln 

the then Minister of Sta te  
was In soie wa assoclated with th i s  respoasibility, 

North America towsrds the end of the w a r .  The coincidence in ellme of 
Merkulov's dismlsaal and Malenkov's fa l l  is striking; they occurred 
r m  within a'two-month period i n  middle of 1946. Malenkov mag have 
been compromised, both becaw of his responsibility f o r  the 1-1- of 
S d e t  citizens abroad and also in connection w€th fomlgn Intelligence. 
!Chire was indeed a sertes of important incidents in th i s  f ie ld  In 1944 
and 1945. Xkavchenko, a high level Sode t  off ic is l  who had come t o  the- 
US with the Sovlet Purchasing Commission, defected; a Soviet Naval Lieu- 
tenant in Seattle was t r ied and acquitted of espionage by Us courts; 
lastly, In September 1945 Gouzenko defected in Ottawa. I 

G catwe of' a breakdm in Sovlet intelligence operations in 

was not until. A pr11 MaJr of 1946 
a t ,  = th e course or public u l ~ o s u r e s  and testimony, the f u l l  ram- 
ifications of-the Gouzenko defection became known. This would corres- 
pond very closely Kith the replacement of Merkulov, whiuh, according 
t o  available evidence, probably took place in late June or early July 
of 1946. !Phe reFrsee l is ted above may have cmtrlbuted t o  Malenkov's 
cufficulties. 

soviet Policy on emany Maknkw becanre involved In foreign 
policy in connection with his chaifmetnship of the State Coarmittee f o r  
Rehabilitatibn of Devastated Areas, t o  which be was appolnted in Aug- 
ust 1943. 
authority responsible for the policy of industrial dismantling i n  Soviet- 
occupied areas in Eastern 3urope. and possibly In the Far East. [ 

Committee was represented in the Soviet Military Administration in 
Germany by M. Z, Saburw, who had also been one of the Sovlet economic 
advisors a t  the Potsdam Conference in July 1945. 
seem t o  have been some sort  of policy difference in Moscow on the 

This body, called the Speclal Couuulttee, Later became the 

There does indeed 
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problem of k-, a d  it seems probable .that this was in 6Ome way 
, associated with the dismantling program. 

g rb t ' dka l  of milable  prope- was destroyed ur lost. 
Sliiio creates host i l i ty  toward the soviet Government among the peo- 
ple' Of'IksteiP Earape and Germany. 
speech, Molotov announced that dimantling was t o  be discontinued 
aria-that Soviet policy in the future would s q q o r t  German indu+rtal- 
izati-on. 
divjjped off in 1%. 
cohtri>l was developed, which involved Soviet oxnersbip of control- 
1% shares In industrial and caannercial finns i n  Gemmy and In other 
nonqovtet areas. This new progrh appears first to  have been placed 
under the Jurisdiction of,the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Trade under 
~likoyan. 
tablished Chief Administration fo r  Sovfet Properties Abroad (GUSIMZ), 
wliich I s  be%%evea t o  have belonged nominally t o  the Ministry of For- 
e- Trade, This ar7ministration was ander the 'direction of Merknlov, 
who had been replaced in June 1946 as Minister of S t a t e  Secur1ty.y 

The whole dismantling operation was very badly handled and a 
The pm@m 

In a 10 July 1946 foreign policy 

The actual dismantling of German industry appears t o  have 
1g4.6 and ear- 1947, a new form of econom~c 

~n mid-1947 the program was identified under a newly es- 

\ 

It is noteworthy $hat Evgenii Varga, the ranking economic analyst 
fo r  the Communis t  Party and Director of the Institute of World Politics 
and W o r l d  Economics, had written a series of articles,  beginning in 
1943, regarding the necessity of rebuilding Sovlet industry and eco- 
n m  aith equipment and plants eqraprlated from the enemy powers. 
Varga himself was not & the Special Committee which baudled dlSmant- 
ling; yet It seems ,likely that he had been, if not the moving spirlt, 
a t  least the man who was providiag theoretical propaganda. Justiflea- 
t l an  for this pollcy. nis series of ar t ic les  is one of the lndlca- 
tians that Varga was in some way closely associated with Malenkm in 
this'&riod. 
it was in the s-r of 1946 tbt ~ a l e n k ~  los t  influence; and it was 
---May 1947 that Varga was brought up for criticism because of his 
mebri3tical analyses of the impact of thf3 var on the capitalist ic 

The dismantling policy was termhated some time In 1946; 

.econamic system, - - - - _  _ - - - - - - - - - - _ - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

. ..., :.,.:.., 

.. .. . .. . 

. . .  .. .. ,., 

1/ It is intfkstlag t o  note, in th i s  connection, that many of the 
Sovlet-owned plants in A u s t r t a ,  Gennany and Manchuria were turned 
back t o  the mapective Satellite Governments a 19s and 1952, 
which sngg;ests not the dissolution but at  least  the reduction In 
scope of act ivi t ies  and Influence of th i s  Chief Administration. 
Mergulov himself move8 from t h i s  administration t o  the Ministry of 
State Control in 1950, replacing the incumbent m i n i s t e r ,  Mekhlis. 
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there was conflict between 
. - -. . . . 

lthe dismantling and'removsl of German in- 
P-t 6 was Illten& d both t q  prevent future German resurgence 

irks Said to'bavii 'be&n-preditiated 00 the e a t a t e  thirt  the Soviet for- 
Ces W d  not -in in occupation f o r  a long period of +&ne. 

OLlCY, but that he daadmet opposition from Mikoyrrn and the Soviet 
h i t a r y  Administration, under Marshal Zhukov until early 1946;g 
Milsoyan allegedly favored the retention of German plant capacity In 

aXid t0 8SeiSt"fi S-t ~ C O I l S % ? F l C t i O n .  =E Wt-1 p 0 S t - F  policy 

Malenkov had been the leading propohent 

_ _ _  . -  - .  

- - - - - - L - - - - - _ - - - - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

It i s  not iqpfiea that tbe purported c d l i c t  between a m o v  anii 

difficultlee apparently originated in anotber quarter. 
clashed with V a s i l i  Stalin and C0l.Q. A. 

the SMA W S ~  at that t ime 8 factor in Zhakw's career. Zhukov's 

f t  W88 " W C ~ U  bW" that  ZhukW -6 
OV WLLB l.8 VerY, diffiCUlt Charact&" d "held 

a rather dim view of -the MVD and KB." Serov was Zhukov's deputy 
Ln the $244, in overaU charge of BlgvD and EIKEB activlties. Zhukov 
mportedly "could not stand Germ." Serov, however, was a close 
friend of .Vasili Stal in  and Beria, and also was on i ery  good terms 
wtth Malenkov and'Sta1i.q. V a s i l i  S ta l in  "behaved very baaly" whea 
he-watt in'Geraanyj and when adverse reports on him were sent back, 
Serov frequently defended hh. When .Vasili Stalin was sent back t o  
Moscow, 'Serw allegedly &gab helped by wrltlng a favorable report 
on h i m  and an u d a m b l e  one on Zhukov. . -  

. .  . .  

.. . . . .. . . . .. .... .... ...... . .  

I Zhukov, &ter his  recall from Germang, was 

of de$inqrrencies ~ n d  acts of malfeasanke. ~e was reasstgned as 
Commander of the Odessa M i l l t a r y  District and later as Commander 

kw's aestgment from Maroh t o  Jtme 
the So-et Ground F0rCe6.) 

of the Sverdlomk M%litary District. Zhu- 
a8 caamrander in C h l  



.... .. . .. 

. .  
. .  ... . .. .. . 

. .  
. . .  .. . 

. .  ,_.  .. 

. .. 

Germsny, in the interests of efficient production and a balanced 
East Germany economy capable of sqpportiog the Sovlet  economy. 

lZhdanw be- involved in the controve 
seesng it as a useful poli t ical  weapon agalnst Malenkov. 
sky then sided with M l k o y a n  and Z h d h o v y  fn the--€nte*%ts. of -i%tT'Onal n on in G e m ,  which-was 
platlnhg and accounting. 
with the Soviet Military 
of the profound antagonism the removal- program was cr6ating among the 
German populace and believed it was prejadicing Soviet occupation And 
Poli t ical  obdectives in Germany. \ 

Q 
Voznesen- 

-&a- thxt =xi&-a-- 

P evidence a l r e e  set forth parttally supports the abbve 
report, W e  have already noted Varga'e role in espoaaina; L 3  Smantlbg policy, the apparent association beheen V a r g a  and MaIen- 

I 
I 

.cy *"L"Y . a. 9 "-*b - " "A ##LA" J+- -L "I A% 
as plenipotentiary of the Special Committee in the Soviet 

~iliw Administrt%tiOn.d mere 18, -hery the actual shift in 
Swfet  economic policy in 1946 and early 1947, and the eetablishment 
of the naminal Jurisdiction of the Soviet Ministry of Foreign !Trade, 
under Mlkoyan, Over th i s  economic policy. 

opposition from the Ministry of Forelgn Affairs, Le., Molotw. . This 
supposition cannot be supported by available evidence. 

. It seems reasonable t o  suppose that Malenkov may also have m e t  

&/ 

1/ Saburw was reported to  be a strong smorter of Malenkm. He 
succeeded Voznesensky as Chairman of Gosplan in 1949, presented 
the Fifth Five Year Plan of the Party Congress in October 1952, 
aad became a full rpember of the Party Presidium in March 1953. 

-11- 
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about Decender 1945 and received fairly wlde circulation, as hat- 
cated by several remarks made during-the debate on the book t o  the 
effect that a nuuiber of Communist  and progressive public figures of 
both the USSR and the Satellites had been "disoriented" by Varga's po- 
sition. Souiethe in very late 1946 or early 1947, It was decided t o  
c m k  a conference of economists t o  discass the book, The debate was 
held In May 1947. 

One of Varga's statements during th i s  debate seema t o  present 
almost~positlve evidence that it was Zhdanov who lnsplred the debate 
and the cPlticism of Varga*s position. Varga's statement is m r t h  
quoting in full. "The difference between the author and the c r i t i c  
among us in the scientific f ie ld  is different than in the f ie ld  of 
art. In tbe field of 
artist palnts a picture, the sculptor m a t e s  a statue, but the c r i t i c  
wrltes a criticism. 
works and another only criticizes---I deny s u c h  %ivision* between 
those wrlting books and those crlticizlng them--but if such a W v t -  
ston of labor' ex is ts ,  then, although I am no longer a young person, 
and not very healthy, I want t o  remsIn, t o  the end of my l i fe ,  in the 
camp of those who work and not-in'the camps of those who merely cri-ti- 
cize. " This statement3 made barely ten months after Zh&anOv*s furlous 
criticism of Soviet literary figures, and during the Party's new at- 
tack against " A r t  fo r  Art  sake" cannot but be consi&red t o  have been 
a-very courageous statement. It also clear- indicates the quarters 
fram'which th4 criticism' of VargB"s"b~ok mi6 'enanatthg. 
ing the debate, Varga's statements I m p l y  t ha t  the attack originated 
f r o m  doctrina- membra of the Party hlerarcw, 

a 

a division of labor 5s to 'be observed; the 

We cannot have such a situation, Ln which one 
. 

Elsewhere dur- 

Subsequent t o  this debate, Varga has had a career of ups and downs. 
Suffice it t o  say tbst he was not completely disgmced, and, while his 
Insti tute was soibsequently broken up, he seemed t o  n?u~~in an important 
economist in the WSR. The Party decision on Varga and assessment of 
his position was reveahd in prs9.da In Jan- 1948; it is Interesthg 

cribed too much Independent p a r  t o  the bourgeois states ia econmlc 
planahg, vhether in war or in peace, and in particular t o  have mlsun- 
derstood the n a b  of the Labor Government in the United Ktngdom. 
(The debates ,of May 1947 indicated that this wa6 apparently causing 
considerable controversy among Soviet econosnists and pol i t ical  analysts,) 
Secondly, he was accused of ham separated pol i t ical  from ecoaomic 
problems; he had taken up only economic problems In his first book, 
and it was aajudged that this  was not only erroneous but also harmfdl, 
slnce the two are Inseparable. Thlrdly, V e g a  vas condemned fo r  fall- 
lng t o  penult the Party t o  point out the errors In  his thinking, that 
is, for  refusing t o  recant. It may be noted i n  passing that only one 
Of these three criticisms was a substantive question which would have 

t o  mVk? the C O n C l a S i a n S :  First ly ,  VafrEEa WaS 8djUdged t o  hm 88- 

- 1 2 -  



a bear€= on Soviet estimates of the situation in the Western world 
and on forecasts  of future trends. 

More Interesting I s  the fact that there was a wide variety of 
v i e w s  expressed by the wrioue professional economists during the 
debate on the various theses that  Varga had propounded. This may be 
taken t o  indicate that there was considerable uncertainty in the 
Soviet  Union a t  that tine regarding these questions. 
since these questions w e r e  so Intimately associated with policy, it 
may be Inferred that there was, correepomiingly, some degree of un- 
certainty In policy formulation. It is further interesting t o  note 
that several of the points discussed in the V a r g a  debates were 
treated i n  Stalln's Economic Problem of Socialism, published In 
1952, and some of the fom-nmtc Problems 
would appear t o  have been taken almost v e r b a t i m - & n n  several of the 
speeches made in these early debates. 

The Varga debates were Interpreted i n  the Western world as in- 

Moramer, 

o t o  speak, as indices of the S w i e t  estlmte regard- 
amic trends In the West and the prospects of the 

8. !JMs 1s probably correct. However, tbe information 
In leads t o  the sugpositioa that Varga's fate was also 

ln&x of-the degree of predominance which Zhdanov 

r did succeed in completely submerging Mslenkw, 
obtain. It should again be noted in  th l s  connection 

he could effect the complete disgrace of' 
icated by Varga'e career, Zhdanov'e influence was 

probably not 8 

th i s  man assoc lenkov, 

ZHllAnOV m 
\ 

.. .. 

Zbdanov's role In the tlon of Soviet policy durlng thls 
period, w i t h  regard t o  the o 
Colmmrnism In cmtrovereiel problem, 
He arc on 
lmZllSm h S  orem lrxtelllgence ap- 
paratus of 

' 6 ,  international Com- 

r b o b  -- arril articles ia- 

- permits some ten 
clualng, for example, Dedijer's biogrsphy of Tlto, 

reported that control of tbe Czechoslmk 
exercised by men working out of Malenkov's 

- 13 - 
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1. 
advocated the establishm&t of a new international Communis t  
organizattan, 
of views in the Politburo reg;arding; the character of the new 
organization. 
wouId a l l& fo r  specific dmerences in the methods t o  be ap- 
plied in dif"perent foreign coaptrles. 

After the d i S S O l ~ t i 0 n  of the C o m i n t e r n ,  Zhdanov 

~n 19%, there was, reportedly, a divergence 

Zhdanov advocated an organizational concept tha t  

Comment: Dedijer, Fn the biography of Tito, noted that 
Tito aavanced the proposal of a new International Communist or - '  
ganization in 1945, and tbat Tito and Stal in  discussed the 
question in June 1946. 

2. Qdanov illustrated his position by the Yugoslav ex- 
ample. 
Peoplets Democracy. D i m i t r o v ,  the world-known Cornintern Amc- 
tionary, supported Zhdanovls d e w s .  

zhdanov ptiblicly supported the Yugoslav criti- 
c i a  of the other Communis t  Parties a t  the Corninform meeting in 
September 1947. With regard t o  DZmitrov, circumststltlal evi- 
dence supports the contention that he supported Tito's posltion 
during Yugoslaviats conflict with MOSCOW. 

in 1948 tdt mdan ovcl l fmgn ea vitn tn e tone or tne 
condemning Yugoslavia, and insieted th&t an "escape" clause 

The 
"other wlng" was for  an immediate and complete break Kith Yugo- 
slavia, 

He publialy labelled Yugoslavia as the most advanced 

s, 

Comment: 

3. 

giving thf2 YugosLavs an crpportanify t o  recant be inclnded, 

Comment: In Titots biography it is c lahed  that Sal- 
and Molotov signed the original letter denouncing Y n g o s h v i a .  
Accordhg to the YugosLavSoviet letters, Molotov had levelled 
a t  least one accusation against the Yugos 

B e r i a  was responsible for  at least sow2 a e c 1 s ~ o n ~  
rovision of equipment and materials f o r  Yugoslrr- 

via. 
because of Yugoslav charges regarding Soviet intelligence activ- 
i t ies.  

It I s  possible that Beria was antagonistic t o  Y&slaPh 

. .. , 

- 15 - 
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On the other hand, I I -  
I 
- 

I 
I r 

te an ar t ic le  in 
t r w ' s  fa- Ba3kan 

fedemtion. Balkan federation xas a prodect e-ipecislly fa- 
rmmd by Tito, and Tito and Dimitrov had ha8 several disc&- 
sione On the subject. --\ 2ifidaaov forced 
the'break wltb Yugosdia. I - 
L .  - - -  I 

Comment: l'ione 

5. zhdanov was considered an "aristocrat of the Party" and 
one of the besth-alns in the Soviet hierarchy, 
said t o  be reckless, 

However, he was 

in support of the 
Wkos 

andsupport," 
GEek C i v i l  War, 

' h a  been "greatly 

Comment: Yngosltiv support of the Greek Civil War is veU 
- known. Circrumstantlal evidence strongly'eupports the contention 

that PIarkos was associated wlth Tito.  

The evidence clearly aemonStrates tbat Zhdanov was respon&ble 

i c t e r  and wlth tie rebortecl rumors regarsling 
lbe!," strongly supports the hypothesis that the militant international 
Comaranist policy of 1947 was indeed an "indivldaal" policy advocated 
by ZhdAnW. 

Circumstantial evidence of another nature tends t o  eve rarther ' 
weight t o  th i s  hypothesis. Stalin, it is known, had l i t t l e  o r  no 
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respect f o r  foreign Communists and foreign CommUnis, Par,-~s. He . 
ha& long been dstrustful and suspicious of foriiign comrmmists, gam, 
3f-a b i d ,  mil%hlt'COnmnmi& policy -8 adopted, then the p~6lmIptiQll 
m G t ' s  tfist 6 h l l n ' s  mistrust and skepticism had been mkoaae by some 
advocak of such a policy, Zhdanov evidently was t h i s  advocate. 

ex% Communist Parties were given the task of sabotaging the Msrshall 
Plaa: In 
1947 the Finnish Communist Party, for no s m n t  reason, adopted a 
disruptive strilre program. Iphe Greek Comrmmists, given the chalkbge 
of the R.aman ~ o c t r h e  in March 1947, ~ ~ i t e a  is the sumer trnii fa l l  
of 1947 and proclaimed a Govlerment in Deceniber of that  year. The 
Czech Communists seized the Government in February 1948. 
t o  believe that Zhdanov's pol i t ical  fortunes depended upon the success 
of the m i l t a t  policy. It succeeded only in Czechoslowkla, and this 
was a m i n o r  victory when compared with the reverses suffered. 

A militant and aggressive policy was Ln fac t  a d m d .  The W e s t -  

Zhdanov bluntly stated this tu his September 1947 speech. 

It is easy 

coI?cLusIoms 

. .. .. . 

The conclusions of this  analysis can be srmmwslzed as follows: 

 ailab able infomat~cm. 
ported by the weight of evidence. These specific points are: 

1. !L!he b&d hypothesis set forth is not refu.t;ed by 
Certain sub-hypotGses are stmmgly sap- 

2. It appears nell  established that &&dsov l o s t  impor- 
tant positions and s m e r e d  a reduction in status  am mid-1M 
t o  early 1g4.a. 

3. Available evtbnce supports the contention that 
kov's eclipse was directly related t o  Z h d a w v ~ s  return to Moscow. 
Malenkw's most important positLon was los t  t o  a l o n g t ~  asso- 

clashed over control af the Sovlet CoPmnmist Party appears plaus- 
ible, Available evidence indicates that MalPnkw probably 
clashed ni th  other Politburo mepibera also, and that k probably 
received l i t t l e  if any support from them in his difficulties. 

It ie highls probable that zhdanov was responsible f o r  
the policy line of the foreign comnnmist Partles in this period, 
and that he was an advocate of a militant revolutionary policy. 
It is probable that Zhdanm's m e r  was coapromlsed by the 
failure of the French and Italian Cammuaist Parties in 1947 ana 
1948, and by the intransigence and defection of Yugoslavia. 

C b t e  Of -0V. hypothesi6 that zhdanov a d  hknkov 

4, 
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