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PRINCI3'.l'0H CQISULT.»'\N'1’S' DISCUSSION UN 18-19 HARCH OF SE-39 
"PROBABLE COi‘!SE"UI*l‘¥G$ OF THE DEATH OF STALII1 AND OF 

‘ THE ELEVATION OF HALFIIKOV TO LEADERSHIP IH THE USSR“ 
(10 March 1953) , 

I.3UL£l.!AR'! 

1,. The diecmaion focuesed on fize quebt-ion of transfer 01’ power 
in the USSR and, specifically, on whether and with that degree of 
risk the enormous power concentrated in Stalin personally could be 
transferred to a eueceeeor or successors. The majority of the 
consultants leaned to the view that, in the process of solving the 
transfer of power problem, the Soviet system iroeld probably be 
weakened. In this respect, the me.;Ior1ty' depart-ed from the view 
which has genernZlJ.y obtained in o/rm, ram the transfer of power 
would probably be accomplzlahed without weakening the continuity 
and effectiveness or the Soviet state. 

2. Broadly speaking, two points of view emerged from the 
discussion: 

' 

a. The we-Jority, with the degree of confidence varying 
with individuals, argued largely on the basis cf 
historical analogy that the transfer of power might 
shake the Soviet system. ‘mey viewed the structure 
of power in the USSR eehrbeneely personal. They 
said that lialenkov Iacke the mqieety of Stalin and 
ie surrounded by amlsitieue and fearful men who, if 
they could, would challenge what appears to be his 
pre-eminent position. These ccnsultante also believee 
thate man such an L-Telenkov, reared in the ehafiew of 
Stalin, may have qualities and deficiencies which 
would make it difficult for him to succeed to .‘5»te3_in'e 
power. These consultants conceded, however, that 
despite the dangers which they saw menacing the Soviet 
system, the transfer of power may nevertheless be 
effected without derrago to the system. 

be The contrary view was based upon an analysis of Soviet 
society itself, and concluded than there was little or 
no prospect that the transfer of power would eheke er 
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d.1i1'\1p‘b the Soviet system. These coneultmto said 
that historical precedents were not relevant because 
there was no historical example of a system of cont-role 
such ea" Soviet power had developed. These controls, 
they eaid, penetrated all the institutions of pour 
in the society so that even 1! I. personal. struggle 
occurred on the top level it would be transient and 
would not atfect the etability of the whole system. 

IPAL ARGUIENTS THE PRINO 

_ 

A. The gjorig Position 

3. Kennan began by stating flatly that any concept oi‘ eoliderity 
or cooperative committee relationships mung the nan in the flop ruling: 
group was "utter nonsense." The relationohipe among these men had 
been marked throughout the Stalin era by extreme torsion, the moat 
delicate int:-igue, andeavagery. There were enormous poaeibility of 
violence implicit in thin eitnation. 

la» Moreover, there had been signs inreoent months of a peak 
of teneion which pointed to e. power for etruggle. It was possible

_ that Halenkov no not 8talin'e choice in the final make of hie life; 
_1t was also possible that Stalin has been dead for some time anfi -that 
a etruggle hes. been going cm in ooniequenoe of his death. The 
abolition of the Politburo at the 19th Congress was “an act of epoch- 
msktlrgg significance," for inch stalin did not take personal respmai.- 
biliw. Holotovw attitude toward tlelenkov in the ihneral apeeohee 
waenot the samoaa Beria.'a,whiohmaymeanthatI8o1otovie at odds 
with the other two and that they cannot e1iminate'h:I.m nowbeoause he 
has support in the Party. The cud:-ion prominence given the array, 
both before and after Stalin's death, suggests that Helenkov mar be 
intriguing with the arnw for ite support. The re-emrgenoe of Zhukov flte this, for his earlier banishment was a personal aot of Stalin“ 
Kennan concludedthat "whatever the apparatus of power is at this 
time, it is not unified," 

5. Longer asked whether the doctors‘ plot, withtite indirect 
attacks on Beria, had issued from a Stalin-Molotov oombination against 
lialenkov and Eerie. He apeculated further that there might have been 
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a policy difference between the two factions, Stalin-Helotov 
representing a. "cautious" element and Iialenkou-Boris a "forward" 
element. 

6. Kennsrfls reply was that the alignment of‘ personalities 
suggested was quits possible, although the policy issue which might 
lie behind it was obscure. He felt that a divergence of views had 
developed within the Soviet heirszehy early in 1952 over the response 
which the USSR should make to developmmte in the fleet, partieu1ar‘!.;7 
US rearmamantand the possibility of West German rearmamsnt. One 
school believed that these developments were of sash a magnitude 
that the UEXER must decide at once either to fight or to negotiate, md that the latter course was preferable. The other school felt 
that developments in the West did not involve such a threat mad that 
the U531 could afford to sit tight. Keenan saw we indications to 
support his belief that there had been e struggle along these lines. 
One was the distinct impression he had in Hoscowlaet sumer that 
a studied effort was being made in certain quarters to keep him away 
from Stalin and Molotov, which he supposed was related to the issue 
of whether the USSR should negotiate with the U3. The other evidence 
was that he detected a pattern of wavering in Soviet policy on 
Germany. He thought that the Harsh note reflected a temporary vietcx!'y 
of the "negotiation" oanp, whereas the later notes 'IrithdreI the bid 
which was implicit in ihe March note; The Stalin article appeared 
to settle the issue , at least temporarily, for it stated that 
developments in the ‘nest did not constitute a threat, that war 
not inevitable, and therefore, by implication, that negotiation 
were not necessary. It placed Soviet policy in the posture: "No 
conoessions and no negotiations." 

‘It Sontag then sums:-iaed Kennazve position as follows: (a3 there 
was evidence of a struggle for some time among the possible heirs of 
Stalin, and there was also evidence that this struggle had not been 
resolved at Stalin's death; (b) there was involved in the struggilo a 
difference of views on policy toward the West; (c) the present structure 
of power represented e. compromise which, given the nature of the relations 
among Oomunist leaders, is most ‘unlikely to be maifltflillfide 

8; Keenan accepted this sumnary and thm added a further observa- 
tion. He said that much would depend on whether the West confronted 
the Soviet leaders‘ with the necessity of making major policy decioionee 
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I1‘ they were so confronted, a great attain would be placod on their 
present relationships. Difference: among the top leaders would than 
be reflected in the Satollito and other Cosmmnist parties, the loadora 
of which would not roepond to lialenlcowfla authority as they had to 
Stalin's, so that a tremendous etrain would be placed on the unity of 
the entire Oomuniot movement". o 

9- Longer asked whether a Western initiative would not unite 
tho leadership, since historically that had been the effect of a 
foreign threat upon a divided leadership. Konnan replied that a ’-iostern 
(US) move should not involve any throat. He said that Germany was a 
potentially divisive issue among the Soviet loaders, am he believed 
that a new ‘western prqaoeal on Germany would split them wide open. 

Be The mnori_t_[ Poiitidl 

l0. In support of the view that the transfer of power was not 
likely to ehako the Soviet system, lloeely offered a different version 
of what had been taking place in the USSR as wall as a. different 
picture of the nature of the Soviet power system. He bolievedj that 
Stalin had given much thought to the auooeesion problem and thathe 
had placed Halenkov in a position to assume power with a mhrlmm risk. 
‘mo last. real struggle for the ouooeaeion had taken place between 
Halenlcov and zdahnov, and Llalonkov had none He had been intimately 
involved with the work of the Boorotariat for at least 31: years. 
This was a key position, for it meant control of personnel from 
colonel up in tho army, from the raion up in the Party, and from the 
managers of enterprises up in tho bureaucracy. All personnel arrange- 
mente had boon confirmed by the recent compress. 

11¢ Mosely ageed with Konnan that the doctors‘ plot had been 
a blow at Beria, but the announcement of it meant that 1-ho atrugmle 
was already resolved, not that one was in prom-ens. The roplaoerrent 
of Abalmmov by Imatiev, a key personnel shift in Bor1a'e sector of 
responsibility, showed that Berta‘: sector had been reprimanded, but 
not Berta pe -aonally. The ooporaione oaet on the security oypgano in 
the announcement of the doctors‘ plot was a way of conveying to the 
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Party that Beria had subordinated himslf in the power stru»-“gle- 
tiossly said he thought it possible that the lislenkov-Ber-is 
relationship had been worked out last spring and that the mention 
of prominent generals as tu-gate or the doctor-s' plot was an 
attempt to convoy that the leading figures in the armed forces were 
supporting llalenlcov. lonely did not rozzsrd the abolition oi‘ fin 
Politburo and its replacement by en enlarged Presidium at the 
19th Congress as significant. The Presidium contained the three 
elements Ihich had always Iormod the top echelon or power: the 
leading personalities in the Politburo, the second string younger 
men in positions of greet admineitretivo responsibility, and the 
reaonsl satrape. The important thing was that Stalin had 
one dominant successor, and ho -had worked out the personal re1a'tion- 
ships so as to place Halenkovm hands on the levers of powers 

12. This version drew a number of questions from those 
consultants who inclined toward the view outlined by Kcmnan. 
In replying to these questions, Ihesly further clarified his 
position: 

a. When asked to explain the perfunctory tributes 
paid to Stalin at his funeral and the apparently 
rapid deflation -of the Stalin mrth, Iiosoly replied 
that liflenkov was probably responding to a feeling in the party that the deification of Stalin had 
been overdone. (Keman noted in this connection 
that in the last year or so there had been "strange 
hiatuaes" in the press treatment of Stalin. He 
speculated that Stalin might have become "fed up 
w.!.th"the iialonkov--Beria combination and had been 
engaged in a struggle to destroy them. Ho thought 
it significant that Beria popped up into prominence 
as soon as Stalin died.) 

b; When aslosd to explain whether Stalin‘: Bolsluevik 
article had not undermined lislsnkows position, liozcly 
replied that he believed that tho Bolehevik article 
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represented tielenkefle line toward Europe, Lu, 
the west was no threat and the USSR bed room for 
maneuver .(1!a1en1eev'e speech to the (tongues)- 
llosoly explained my the Bolshsvik article had 
been published hr sp¢=u1;EIfi="fli'£ seem ma 
planned to give the article at the Congress as e 
speech, but that because of flailing health he had 
been unable to deliver such a major address. Hie brief 
appearanoe was intended to sanetify the prddflfldim e and 
to place e seal of approval upon !&s.lenkev's repo1:"£.»= 
(Here Keenan and others introduced the hypothesis 
that Stalin may already have been dead at the time of 
Congress and had been represented by s. double.) 

13. Strayer said he thought there were two prineipsl ilawe in 
!.!oseJ,y's interpretation. It made it difficult to explain, firat the 
rebuke to Beria before Stalin‘: death and "men his sudden build-tap 
after Stalin's death, and second, the abolition of the Politburo and 
the erection of the Presidium at the Congress, followed by whet mounted to the restoration of the former after Stalin‘: death. 
Kermen added that he was sure there was no real power in the Prwidium 
boeeuse it was too big. He pointed to the theses introdueed by 
Krusehev at the Congress, which epeeified that the Secretariat, not 
the Predsidium, would have control over personnel. ‘Ibis meant that 
the Presidium was a purely formal body and that tielotov prior to 
Stalin's death had not been in s position to exercise any influeree 
over personnel- 

lb. Sontag asked whether it was possible to believe that e 
men who had strum-‘led bitterly for power, as Stalin had dons, would 
arrange a. succession. ‘me picture of an orderly transfer of power; 
sinply out of a. spirit of service to the cause, did not fit the 
history of revolutions. Moeely replied that the factor of Stalin‘: 
failing health duo to heart trouble ever a period should be taken 
into account, for Stalin had probably long realized that he migat have 
to relinquish power at any time. . 
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15. Hoover said that baioally he agreed with Kemame thesis, 
but that he did not think that" the Kennan and Efiolely interpretations 
were incompatible. He thought that 1'-Zelenkov was \mdou‘oted1.y Stalin's 
choice, but he considered it met unlikely that Stalin would have 
actually transferred power as an irrevocable trust. ‘me doctors‘ 
plot and the reversal of Gangrene dooinions after Stalin's death 
indicated that the succession had not been Guided and that Llalenkov 
had to and e.etua1J.y did seize power. Although 1£v.1.enkov hold poem“ 
new, there was a poeeibiIIE'thet ofizere who felt threatened might 
combine against him. Personal power Iee vaetly more important to these mm than policy difrereneee. Holeukov undoubtedly felt the need to 
associate other top figures with himoelf temporarily, but in time he 
would wish to rid himself of them. If Beria or Molotov showed flze 
eflighteet aign of disloyalty, blood would flow. There was therefore 
e potentially explosive situation, althoum none of the others would 
melee the slightest challenge to Helenkov unless they could do so in 
combination, Kennan interieoted Lenin's remark that Rneaien history 
alternated Between "wild violence and the meet delicate deeoite." 
Hoover's personal guess no that ??aJ.enkov's chances of consolidating 
his power were good, for uallemcov was in a better position than 
Stalin after Lenin‘e death duo to the control system which had been 
developed. 

16. Sontag questioned whether a comparison with 19211 was valid, 
in view of the increased eime of the Soviet empire, the oouplenty of 
the eyetem and the pressures engendered by the effort" to operate at 

planned economy under forced draft. was it not possible that, in my 
emeh closely articulated structure, hesitationa might be fatal, and 
therefore was it not true that personality was still decisive? I-‘£15613 
replied that there had been e. greet administrative development ainoe 
1921; which made the system largely ee1.f-sustaining. It had weathered 
the shock of the great purges without e sign of breakdown.‘ The oontrel 
of key men from the Secretariat reduced the heed for personal 
ventionm 

17. Kennan said he believed that modern totaliterimiem inevitably 
degenerated into personal dictatorship, Stalin had become more End 
more like Hitler. For the general population a mrth could be built 
around Malenkov, and he could be fitted into Stalin's role with relative 
ease. For the people at medium levels in the apparatus of power, it 
was e. reel quoetion; they had probably been left‘ in e; trauma by Stalin‘! 
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death end only gradually would they elk themelves whether his 
towering poreonaliw could be replaced. But at the very top level 
there was surely e terrific tension. We could not possibly predict 
Ihether they would receive it in violence or by polite maneuver. 
The injection oi‘ complicated problems of empire --Arolations with 
the and the Satellites -- made the new relationship tar more difficult. 

18. tbcelyroplied thatthekeyqueaticnwaevlaetheram 
utrugple at the top level could result in m institutional clash: 
that is, whether am’ top leader in resorting to violence could 
callupon the armyortheeocrotpoliceaeamait. Hedid not 
believe this was posoibile because of the interpenetrating nature or ' 

the controls in all the instruments of power. tialenkov had long 
operated this eyatem based on the card induces of the Secretariat, 
lioaely believed that he still controlled it and that therefore no 
institutional clash was likely. 

19, Kormen aaid he thought the personal element in this control 
system ought not to be overlooked for it demanded continual 
He was convinced that Stalin maintained his power by an intentional. 
pwcoervation of instability and tension. In the last years of hie 
life, he‘ lacked the vigor to give the continuous attention which was 
required, and coagulation had developed in organizations or the estate 
and the Party. If Elalenkov had to compromise with institutional 
eolidaritice, he was lost. ' 

20. Langer said that even ii‘ it were conceded that iielenkov 
had succeeded to Stalin's power, the reel question wee whether he 
could operate the system with the same skill as had Stalin himclife 
On the question of HaJ.onkov'e cgnacities, there did not seem to he 
enough evidence to form a Jhdgrmnt. ‘ 

m omen ssmas
'
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21. The eoneultaxta suggested modifications of SE-39 in several other 
respects: 
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Longer Bald he disliked the flat Bkfiment in 
pnrergraph 3 that the PWP3-as of the $53 were 
*mfl.1ko1;r to participate actively" if 1 strum-J.e 
for power should break out. He suggested that it be 
nodified atleast toreadthat" the people! of ‘Hm 
USSR am unlikely to initiate or to paw-ticipate 
actively in the early stages of the etrw:1i.Lo-" 

mtho1txo1e,tne:r_ono mimlinntimmoxmflne 
consultants to believe, at least more than SE-39 
conveyed, that Stalin‘: death night result in the 
weakening of Soviet controls in the Satellites and over 
communist portion outside the Bloc. However, Hoover, 
Hosely, and File opposed the majority on this. ‘more 
was o similar division of opinion on the question of 
mother Tito had prospects for increased influence in 
the Satellites and other Gomnamist parties. Komen 
in particular held that Tito‘: influence would increase. 

While there no no serious objection by any of flue 
consultants to SE-39': statement on the probable 
effects of Stalin's death on Sine-Boviet relntione, 
Longer thought it important to atraas other footers 
flaanoppearedinfiaepeper. Hearguedthatifno 
great change in Sine-Soviet relations were to be expected 
it was primarily ‘oeoeuee (a) the two states would be 
held together by their common interest in the Korean 
war, and (b) China would long be dependent on the USSR 
for industrial aid and the Russians would wish to mcplcdn; 
this dependence to maintain effective influence. While 
not disputing the general poaition nor the argument under 
(a), Kemum said hethaogxt that Russia cowld not five 
much :lndnatr:!.e'l. aid to China and that in addition 
Russian penetration and influence in Gnina were for lees 
than was generally believed. 
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