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A Cold War Odyssey: The Oswald Files
By Max Holland

O

n 20 June 1999, Russian president Boris Yeltsin unexpectedly handed US President Bill Clinton more
than 80 pages of “declassified” Soviet-era documents pertaining to the shocking murder of President John F.
Kennedy.1 In doing so, Yeltsin added yet another chapter to
the already convoluted saga of Moscow’s archival response
to the November 1963 assassination.
There have been 10 authorized and significant disclosures in the nearly four decades since 22 November by the
Soviet Union and its successor states.2 Primary information
has become available via three routes: the transfer of actual
documents; the release of summaries based on authorized
access to documents; and the publication of books based on
privileged or unusual (to say the least) access to key archival
files.
This piecemeal release of documentation began within
days of the assassination, in recognition of the gravity of
questions about Lee Harvey Oswald’s sojourn in the Soviet
Union from October 1959 to May 1962.

Ultimately, the Soviet response to HSCA was that “all relevant documents concerning Oswald had already been transmitted” to the Warren Commission and that “no further documents could be made available.”6
The end of the Cold War opened new opportunities and
so the pace of releases picked up again, although disclosure
to deepen historical understanding was seldom the guiding
principle. The release of Soviet-era, assassination-related
documents remained highly erratic and often influenced by
other considerations.7

• On 25 November 1963, Anastas Mikoyan, deputy chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers, presented an
expurgated version to the US State Department of the
KGB’s 23 November summary report about Oswald, hurriedly compiled for the CPSU Central Committee after
Oswald’s arrest.3
• On 30 November 1963, Anatoly Dobrynin, the Soviet
ambassador to Washington, gave Secretary of State
Dean Rusk photocopies from the embassy’s consular
file on the Oswalds. The documents included a letter
from Oswald dated as recently as 9 November.4
• In May 1964, after a request from the presidential Commission on the assassination, chaired by Supreme Court
Chief Justice Earl Warren, transmitted via the State Department, the Soviet government provided additional
routine documents (such as Oswald’s application for an
exit visa) generated during the American’s 2½-year stay
in Moscow and Minsk, Belarus (then Belorussia).5
This May 1964 release would be the last disclosure for
nearly 30 years, although US interest in Soviet records never
flagged during the remaining decades of the Cold War. Most
notably, in the late 1970s the House Select Committee on
Assassinations (HSCA) conducted another investigation into
President Kennedy’s death and reopened the issue formally.
Meetings were held between HSCA representatives and officials at the Soviet embassy in Washington. At one such
encounter, a senior Soviet official explained that the request
presented Moscow with “serious problems.” If Soviet agencies answered some questions, “they might find themselves
having to answer other questions and, in the final analysis,
no one would be satisfied with their responses anyway.”
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• In November 1991, ABC News “Nightline” broadcast a
program devoted to summarizing information contained
in Oswald’s 6-volume, 4-foot thick KGB case file, then
on deposit in the central KGB archives in Moscow.8
• In August 1992, Izvestiya, a Moscow newspaper, published a 5-part series based upon Oswald’s KGB case
file, No. 31451.9 The file itself was now in the possession
of the Belarusian KGB (BKGB) after having become the
object of a tug-of-war between Russia and Belarus. The
latter claimed ownership on the grounds that the bulk of
the dossier had been compiled by BKGB counterintelligence agents.10
• In 1993, Oleg Nechiporenko, a retired KGB colonel,
published a memoir in which he recounted, among other
things, Oswald’s September 1963 visit to the Soviet embassy in Mexico City, where Nechiporenko was posted
at the time.11 Nechiporenko’s account was partially based
on access to archival documents from the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, CPSU Central Committee, KGB\BKGB,
and the author reproduced parts of several documents
verbatim in his text.
• In 1994, Yeltsin’s journal for the tumultuous period
August 1991 to October 1993 was published in the West
as Boris Yeltsin: The Struggle for Russia.12 Without
much explication Yeltsin’s gratuitously included (in an
appendix) portions of four KGB memos to the Central
Committee CPSU from 1963, all of which pertained to the
assassination.
• In 1995, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs turned
over five KGB memoranda (a total of 17 pages) in response to a query from the Assassination Records Review Board (ARRB), the first official US entity to reopen
the matter since the end of the Cold War.13 This very
limited response did not even include the four KGB documents Yeltsin cited in his 1994 memoir.
• Also in 1995, Norman Mailer published a book most
notable for its narrative about Oswald’s years in Minsk.
This portion of Mailer’s book was based upon privileged access to Oswald’s case file and BKGB officers
who had been directly involved. Mailer quoted actual
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transcripts from the electronic surveillance of the
Oswalds’ apartment, as well as from reports written by
the BKGB officers who had tailed Oswald in Minsk.14
• In 1997, Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali published ‘One Hell of a Gamble.’ Though mostly devoted
to the Cuban Missile Crisis, the book contained a chapter on the assassination and its aftermath which drew
upon select documents from KGB, GRU, and Foreign
Ministry archives.15
Yeltsin’s 1999 gift thus fit squarely into a pattern of disclosure by installment. As the State Department prepared
translations of this latest tease, Russian officials involved in
gathering the records cautioned against expecting too much
from the once-classified documents. “They don’t contain
any new revelations,” Vladimir Sokolov, a Foreign Ministry
archivist, told Moscow Times in late June. “There’s nothing
new or sensational there.”16 Sokolov’s assessment seemed
accurate once the National Archives released the translations in August 1999. Though interesting (one of the items
was Oswald’s handwritten 16 October 1959 letter to the Supreme Soviet requesting immediate asylum and citizenship),
the documents did not alter Washington’s conclusion regarding KGB recruitment of Oswald, nor did they even shed
much new light on what was already known about Oswald’s
time in the Soviet Union.
Indeed, once the translations became available, it seemed
as if there was even less to Yeltsin’s gift than initially met the
eye. Mixed in among genuinely “TOP SECRET” documents
were such innocuous items as a news commentary published
by TASS in November 1963. The release also contained
Khrushchev’s long-available letter of condolence to President Johnson, along with several other routine condolence
letters. 17 Moreover, some of the documents that Yeltsin made
available so ostentatiously had already been quoted from at
length in Nechiporenko’s 1993 memoir, and one CPSU Central Committee document had been previously released to
the ARRB in 1995.
Nonetheless, there were a few truly novel documents
mixed in among the Yeltsin papers, and these shed archival
light on the past and ongoing reluctance to open relevant
Soviet files. It has long been understood that Moscow faced
an enormous problem after a self-styled Marxist, who had
actually lived in the Soviet Union, was arrested in connection with President Kennedy’s assassination. The preternaturally secretive Soviet leadership was agonizingly caught
between a rock and a hard place: damned if it wasn’t forthcoming and likely to be damned if it was (or so the Communist leaders thought). What had never been previously documented, however, is the torturous internal wrangling that
occurred before Soviet leaders released the handful of records
made available in 1963-1964.
The single most revealing episode involves two familiar
figures—Anatoly Dobrynin and Anastas Mikoyan—who
apparently played the key roles in bringing about the second
Soviet release, that of documents from the Washington
embassy’s consular files. Working together, they managed

to bridge the gap between what reason suggested and what
caution and ideology dictated. Dobrynin’s actions, in particular, illustrate why he was so invaluable to both sides during the cold war. Few if any envoys had Dobrynin’s suppleness of mind and ability to square the circle between two
systems that could barely comprehend each other’s logic.
Little wonder that Dobrynin was Moscow’s ambassador to
six cold war American presidents, as the subtitle of his memoir, In Confidence, points out.18
The idea to make the consular records available apparently originated with ambassador Dobrynin not long after
Oswald’s arrest on the afternoon of 22 November. A prompt
search of the embassy’s consular files had revealed several
pieces of correspondence, including a letter from Oswald
dated 9 November. Because of its proximity to the assassination, Dobrynin immediately realized this letter was bound to
be especially sensitive, regardless of its contents. In a TOP
SECRET/HIGHEST PRIORITY cable to Moscow, Dobrynin
reported that US authorities were undoubtedly aware of both
the consular file and the latest letter because all mail routed
via the US Post Office was routinely opened by the FBI.
Although the US government knew that the Soviets knew
about the mail-opening operation, Dobrynin anticipated that
“U.S. authorities may ask us to familiarize them with the correspondence in our possession.” The Soviet ambassador
then proposed sharing the letter if not the entire file once
internal Foreign Ministry documents had been removed, “inasmuch as there is nothing that compromises us in this correspondence.”19
While Dobrynin’s proposal was conditional—the documents were to be offered “as a last resort,” as if to underscore
the favor—it nonetheless qualified as a remarkable suggestion. Consular records were considered highly privileged
and rarely exchanged, even between governments with the
best of diplomatic relations.20 In addition, the notion of agreeing to yield these documents at any point was all the more
remarkable given the highly-charged atmosphere that was
rapidly developing. As Dobrynin observed in the last line of
his 22 November cable, the pervasive radio and TV coverage
of the assassination was “alluding more and more often to
the fact that the assassin was evidently connected with ‘extreme leftist elements.’”21
Dobrynin heard nothing back about his proposal for
two days. Finally, on Monday, 25 November, the CPSU Central Committee approved the draft response proposed by
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko and KGB chief Vladimir
Semichastny. The answer to Dobrynin was almost predictable, or at least in keeping with familiar Soviet behavior. “In
the event that the U.S. authorities request you to provide
information,” began the instructions, “you can give them
the following information on this matter.” The balance of the
cable was the most limited recitation of bare facts imaginable—nothing, indeed, that the US government did not already know from its own files on Oswald, consular and otherwise.22
Moscow’s rigidity was understandable to a degree.
While still reeling from the assassination, the Communist
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leadership (along with the rest of the world) had had to absorb a second shock on 24 November, namely, the murder of
the accused assassin. To Soviet leaders already prone to
believe in conspiracies, Oswald’s murder while in police custody was incomprehensible—unless of course there was a
conspiracy. In all likelihood the self-proclaimed Marxist (who
had already been slandered by Moscow as a “Trotskyite”)
had been silenced before the real perpetrators could be identified.23 Given this unnerving situation it was not surprising
for Moscow to hew to the most conservative approach imaginable. Despite Oswald’s murder by a nightclub owner named
Jack Ruby—or perhaps because of it—the effort to link
Oswald’s stay in the Soviet Union to probable contact with
the KGB—and possible recruitment—was unabated among
some elements of the US news media.
The day before Dobrynin received the Central
Committee’s instructions on 25 November, Anastas Mikoyan,
deputy chairman of the Council of Ministers, arrived for the
state funeral bearing a redacted KGB report about Oswald’s
Soviet sojourn. The two officials clearly discussed the matter, because on Tuesday, 26 November, Dobrynin sent another TOP SECRET/HIGHEST PRIORITY cable to Moscow.
In this second cable, in which Mikoyan concurred, Dobrynin
presented an entirely different rationale for yielding the consular records. Rather than basing his argument again on
straightforward pragmatic grounds—namely, that Moscow
had nothing to hide—this time Dobrynin appealed directly
to the conspiratorial mind-set that pervaded the Central Committee.
Like all the other correspondence in the consular file,
Oswald’s 9 November letter was genuine, differing only in
that it was typed rather than handwritten. Yet, and without
any real evidence backing him up, Dobrynin now insisted
that Oswald’s 9 November letter was “clearly a provocation .
. . [designed to give] the impression we had close ties with
Oswald and were using him for some purposes of our own.”
The letter, wrote Dobrynin, was probably a forgery, and “one
gets the definite impression that [it] was concocted by those
who . . . are involved in the President’s assassination.” Or if
Oswald himself wrote it, Dobrynin asserted, it was probably
dictated to him and then he was “simply bumped off after his
usefulness had ended.” In essence, the Soviet ambassador
now argued that disclosure was necessary to expose and
pre-empt the “organizers of this entire provocation” before
they used the letter “to try casting suspicion on us.”24 It was
a shrewd way of evoking the objectively correct (and selfinterested) decision from the Central Committee, but the reasoning was Byzantine. If Dobrynin truly believed the 9 November letter was a forgery, Soviet interests would arguably
be better served if this devastating trump card were held in
reserve, to be played, if necessary, once the US government
officially committed itself as to the identity of the assassin(s).
When Mikoyan returned to Moscow later in the week, in
all likelihood he played a significant role in shaping the Central Committee’s response. The deputy chairman had come
back with a firm impression about how the US government
intended to proceed in the assassination’s wake, as evinced

by a 25 November cable Mikoyan dispatched while still in
Washington. In this cable Mikoyan had reported on his
conversations with US officials, most notably, Llewellyn
“Tommy” Thompson, the State Department’s leading Soviet
expert and the US ambassador in Moscow who had permitted Oswald’s return in 1962. “Judging from everything,”
Mikoyan had concluded, “the U.S. government does not want
to involve us in this matter, but neither does it want to get
into a fight with the extreme rightists; it clearly prefers to
consign the whole business to oblivion as soon as possible.”25
Mikoyan obviously confused the State Department’s
desire not to roil US-Soviet relations unnecessarily with a
supposed government-wide inclination not to apprehend alleged co-conspirators. Thompson and other Soviet hands
had concluded that Oswald’s sojourn in the Soviet Union
was an unfortunate coincidence and that Moscow had nothing to do with President Kennedy’s assassination. Therefore, insofar as possible, they wanted the controversy over
Oswald to be treated as a matter separate from the pursuit of
improved relations between the superpowers. Still, there was
no actual basis for Mikoyan’s assertion that the US government was uninterested in bringing other supposed perpetrators to justice. Mikoyan’s point of view was primarily a reflection of his and/or Soviet ideology regarding the assassination, rather than an accurate judgment.
Notwithstanding Mikoyan’s misreading of Washington’s
intentions, his perspective, combined with the logic of
Dobrynin’s second cable, apparently evoked a dramatic
change in the Central Committee’s position.26 Three days
after sending his 26 November cable, Dobrynin finally received an answer and it was more than the Soviet envoy had
dared ask for. In a complete about-face, the Central Committee now instructed Dobrynin to provide photocopies of all
consular correspondence with the Oswalds, including the
especially sensitive 9 November letter, and without waiting
for a request from U.S. authorities.27
As if to act before Moscow could possibly change its
mind, Dobrynin arranged to see Rusk the very next afternoon, even though it was the Saturday of the Thanksgiving
holiday weekend. In a subsequent cable describing the meeting, Dobrynin reported that the US Secretary of State thanked
him twice for the photocopies. “It was evident that Rusk was
quite unprepared for this step on our part,” Dobrynin wrote,
“while at the same time (judging from his general behavior)
he was pleased with this development.” Rusk asked Dobrynin
if he could make the correspondence available to the newlyformed Warren Commission. Dobrynin replied that it was left
“totally to [Rusk’s] discretion whether to present this material to anyone, as we were sure he would properly appreciate
our step and would act appropriately.”28 Most interestingly,
in his report to Moscow, Dobrynin made no mention of the
other part of his instructions. Upon presenting the photocopies to Rusk, Dobrynin was supposed to assert that from
the moment the 9 November letter arrived, the Soviet embassy suspected it was “either a forgery or . . . a deliberate
provocation.”29
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Some 32 years later, Dobrynin recounted this episode in
his 1995 memoir, but stripped it of all its drama and complexity. According to the former Soviet ambassador, following
Oswald’s arrest officials immediately checked embassy files.
The consular department had kept all of its correspondence with the Oswalds, and it contained nothing blameworthy. I suggested to our government
that this correspondence be made available to the
Americans, and Moscow quickly approved.
We immediately handed over copies to Rusk . . .
[who] was clearly unprepared for our unusual act
and did not conceal his satisfaction.30
Dobrynin either intentionally smoothed out this episode,
or gave it short shrift because this was the way he actually
remembered it. At the time, however, this unprecedented act
by the Soviet Union was a dramatic development. Since
Dobrynin had imposed no conditions on how Rusk could
use the consular documents, the Secretary of State saw no
reason to keep the file-sharing secret; indeed, he was eager
to publicize every shred of Soviet goodwill in the wake of the
assassination. The State Department told the Washington
press corps about the file-sharing as soon as it occurred, and
the disclosure made headlines in every major American newspaper.
While it may be just as misleading to invest this episode
with great meaning as it was for Dobrynin to gloss over it, it
does seem to explain why even the most innocuous documents from Soviet files have had to travel such laborious
routes before being disclosed. Admittedly, some relevant
documents, such as Oswald’s case file, remain too sensitive
simply to hand over. Despite the passage of time, they undoubtedly reveal intelligence sources and methods, and the
means of surveillance in the former Soviet states may not
have changed all that much. 31 Yet if there were an inclination
to disclose as much as possible, even the case file could be
redacted to protect sources and methods. Much more revealing is the fact that many records of interest, such as
those that reflect high-level decision-making after the assassination, do not involve intelligence sources and methods at
all and yet remain closed.32
The political regimes may have changed, but a culture of
suspicion persists in the successor states to the USSR, especially with respect to President Kennedy’s assassination.
Soviet propaganda/disinformation about the “real forces”
responsible for the assassination exert such a grip on the
Russian imagination that these states cannot bring themselves to disclose all but a handful assassination-related
records.33 That the records are exculpatory is irrelevant.
Max Holland is a research fellow at the Miller Center of
Public Affairs, University of Virginia. He is writing a history of the Warren Commission for Alfred A. Knopf, and received the J. Anthony Lukas Work in Progress Award in
2001 from Columbia and Harvard Universities.The author
is indebted to Vladislav Zubok, Raymond Garthoff, and Anna
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Document No. 1
Cipher Telegram from Soviet Ambassador Anatoly
Dobrynin to CPSU Central Committee,
22 November 1963
[Source: Yeltsin Documents, US National Archives and
Records Administration]

[handwritten: 1279 [?] 146121 3
TOP SECRET
CIPHER TELEGRAM
WASHINGTON 53927 07 30 23 XI 63
________________53928
Special no. 1967-1968
HIGHEST PRIORITY
At 16 hours 00 minutes, the US telegraph agency reported that police in Dallas, Texas, had arrested US national
Lee H. Oswald, 24 years old, chairman of the local branch of
the Fair Play for Cuba Committee, on suspicion that he had
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assassinated Kennedy.
It is also reported that Oswald was in the USSR some
time ago and is married to a Russian woman.
It was ascertained by checking at the consular section
of the embassy that Oswald really did spend several years in
Minsk, where he married Soviet citizen Marina Nikolayevna
Prusakova (b. 1941). In June 1962, they returned to the US.
In March 1963, Prusakova applied to return with her daughter to the USSR for permanent residency.
The KU [?] of the MFA [Ministry of Foreign Affairs] of
the USSR (letter no. KU-USA-540058-24518 of 7 October 1963)
reported that her application was rejected.
The consular section of the embassy has the correspondence between Prusakova and Oswald regarding her return
to the USSR. The last letter from Lee Oswald was dated 9
November (the text was transmitted on the line [sic] of nearby
neighbors).
It is possible that the US authorities may ask us to familiarize them with the correspondence in our possession.
The US authorities are aware of the existence of this final
correspondence, since it was conducted through official mail.
Inasmuch as there is nothing that compromises us in
this correspondence, we might agree to do this as a last resort (after removing our internal correspondence with the
MFA).
Please give instructions on this matter.
Radio and television, which have interrupted all other
programming and are broadcasting only reports relating to
the murder of the President, are alluding more and more
often to the fact that the assassin was evidently connected
with “extreme leftist elements.”
22 November 1963
A.Dobrynin

Document No. 2
Top Secret Cipher Telegram from Anastas Mikoyan
to CPSU Central Committee, 25 November 1963
[Source: Yeltsin Documents, US National Archives and
Records Administration.]

[handwritten: 1088/48121 [?] 11/26/1963
TOP SECRET
46
CIPHERTELEGRAM
Copy no. 12
WASHINGTON 54416 11 30 26 XI 63 54419 54417
Special no. 2002-2004
HIGHEST PRIORITY
CC CPSU

Today, during the President’s reception, I had a number
of brief conversations with US officials.
In the remarks of these persons, two things are worth
noting:
1. All of them ([Secretary of State Dean] Rusk, [US Ambassador to Moscow Llewellyn] Thompson, disarmament agency director Foster, high-ranking officials from
the State Department), in addition to expressing their
deep appreciation for the Soviet government’s decision
to send its special representative to Kennedy’s funeral,
made a point of saying from the outset they were sure
that President Kennedy’s policy on Soviet-US relations,
as well as US foreign policy in general, would be kept
[the same] under the new president—Lyndon Johnson.
2. In his conversation with me, Thompson pointedly
touched on an issue he had discussed yesterday with
comrade [Soviet ambassador] Dobrynin – the commentaries in the Soviet press concerning the assassination
of President Kennedy, particularly the circumstances
surrounding the investigation of this entire matter.
The gist of Thompson’s comments was that the emphasis given in the Soviet press to the involvement of extreme
right-wing circles in Kennedy’s assassination (and then in
Oswald’s murder) complicates the situation of those in the
US who favor improvement of Soviet-US relations, because
the US press immediately counters such statement with assertions of Oswald’s “communist and Cuban connections.”
I told Thompson we did not want to make any complications; however, neither could we ignore a situation where the
US government had not yet investigated all the circumstances
surrounding the assassination, but the U.S. media were senselessly reproaching us and Cuba in connection with Kennedy’s
murder.
Thompson replied he was aware of that, but asked me to
understand his remarks. The government is now investigating all the particulars of the case, Thompson said, and it is in
our common interest to see that the Soviet press confine
itself to setting forth the facts and refrain from “premature
conclusions” until the end of the investigation, since this
was only playing into the hands of right-wingers who were
using this to fan anti-Soviet and anti-Cuban hysteria.
Judging from everything, the US government does now
want to involve us in this matter, but neither does it want to
get into a fight with the extreme rightists; it clearly prefers to
consign the whole business to oblivion as soon as possible.
Our reaction to these murders has already played its role.
The President stated today publicly that a thorough investigation would be carried out.
I believe that in further statements by our press, this
point should be taken into account. This will help weaken
attempts to foment an anti-Soviet and anti-Cuban campaign.
A.Mikoyan
25 November 1963
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Document No. 3
Cipher Telegram from Soviet Ambassador Anatoly
Dobrynin to CPSU Central Committee, 26 November 1963
[Source: Yeltsin Documents, US National Archives and
Records Administration.]
LS no.0692061-26
JS/BL
Russian
[handwritten: 1077/4367[?] [illegible]

they learned all the facts and realized the danger of serious
international complications if the interested US groups, including the local authorities in Dallas, continued to fan the
hysteria over the “leftist” affiliations of Kennedy’s assassin
and the exposés we would have to issue in this case.
The main question now is: should we give the US authorities Oswald’s last letter if they ask for our consular correspondence with him (there is nothing else in it that could
be used to compromise us). After weighing all the pros and
cons, we are inclined to pass on this letter as well to the
authorities if they request all the correspondence, because if
we don’t pass it on, the organizers of this entire provocation
could use this fact to try casting suspicion on us.

TOP SECRET [illegible] 46 CIPHER TELEGRAM

Please confirm [receipt].
Agreed upon with A.I. Mikoyan.

[handwritten: 136 37 Copy no. WASHINGTON 54607 9
40 27 XI 63

26 November 1963
A.Dobrynin

54419 54417
Special no. 2005

Document No. 4

HIGHEST PRIORITY

Top Secret Cipher Telegram from Anatoly Dobrynin
to CPSU Central Committee, 30 November 1963

Please note [Lee Harvey] Oswald’s letter of 9 November,
the text of which was transmitted to Moscow over the line [?]
of nearby neighbors.
This letter was clearly a provocation: it gives the impression we had close ties with Oswald and were using him
for some purposes of our own. It was totally unlike any other
letters the embassy had previously received from Oswald.
Nor had he ever visited our embassy himself. The suspicion
that the letter is a forgery is heightened by the fact that it was
typed, whereas the other letters the embassy had received
from Oswald before were handwritten.
One gets the definite impression that the letter was concocted by those who, judging form everything, are involved
in the President’s assassination. It is possible that Oswald
himself wrote the letter as it was dictated to him, in return for
some promises, and then, as we know, he was simply bumped
off after his usefulness had ended.
The competent US authorities are undoubtedly aware of
this letter, since the embassy’s correspondence is under constant surveillance. However, they are not making use of it for
the time being. Nor are they asking the embassy for any
information about Oswald himself; perhaps they are waiting
for another moment.
The question also arises as to whether there is any connection now between the wait-and-see attitude of the US
authorities and the ideas conveyed by [US ambassador
Llewellyn] Thompson (though he himself may not be aware
of this connection) on the desirability of some restraint on
the part of the Soviet press and gradually hushing up the
entire matter of Kennedy’s assassination. Perhaps that is
exactly what the federal authorities were inclined to do when

[Source: Yeltsin Documents, US National Archives and
Records Administration.]

LS no.0692061-29
JS/PH
Russian
[handwritten number: 113]
[handwritten: 1062/15124 ciph/12-1-63
TOP SECRET [illegible] 46
[handwritten: 126 116] Copy no. 12
WASHINGTON 55380 8 50 1 XII 63
55381 55382
Special no. 2054-2056
URGENT
Today I met Rusk and handed him photocopies of the
embassy’s correspondence with Oswald, commenting appropriately on his final letter of 9 November (your special no.
1328).
Rusk thanked me for turning over these documents, saying he greatly appreciated the Soviet side’s initiative in this
matter. In addition, Rusk inquired if he could make this correspondence available to the newly formed presidential special
commission chaired by Supreme Court Chief Justice Warren. I replied that we left it totally to his discretion whether to
present this material to anyone, as we were sure he would
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properly appreciate our step and would act appropriately.
Rusk thanked me again for the photocopies. It was evident that Rusk was quite unprepared for this step on our
part, while at the same time (judging form his general behavior) he was pleased with this development.
Rusk asked me, if I could, to find out in Moscow the
reasons why the Soviet authorities had refused to grant Soviet citizenship to Oswald when he was still living in the
Soviet Union. I promised to forward his request. Please instruct me how to answer Rusk.
Rusk noted in conclusion that he hoped for the Soviet
side’s cooperation if the Warren Commission had any requests or queries relating to its investigation. He, Rusk, would
then want to turn to me confidentially.
Rusk also said he wanted to use our meeting to touch on
ceretain other matters unofficially.
1. Rusk informed me that yesterday President Johnson
had received FAA [Federal Aviation Administration] director
[Najeeb E.] Halaby and instructed him to meet with Soviet
representatives for a final settlement of technical issues related to a future agreement on the establishment of a New
York-Moscow air route. The US embassy in Moscow has
been instructed to consult the MFA on the USSR on this
matter. Halaby would be ready to come to Moscow 10-11
December.
Rusk then noted that this entire idea belonged to him,
since, apart from the issue itself, he thought it important to
show that business was continuing under the new president
in the same manner as under J. Kennedy. President Johnson
agreed with this, according to Rusk.
2. Rusk them mentioned his meetings with [Soviet Foreign Minister] A.A. Gromyko in New York and Washington
at which he raised the issue of the military budget. “I think,”
he told me, “that soon, in about 10-15 days, I will be able to
tell you [the ambassador] in strict confidence the amount
the US government plans to appropriate for the military in
next year’s fiscal budget. It will not be larger than the present
amount and might even be less.” Rusk then wondered when
we would be considering the budget. He did not pose the
question directly, but one could gather that he would also
like to get some information on this subject from us as well.
Rusk emphasized several times that his remarks did not
mean the US government was now concluding some agreement with the Soviet government on this matter. It could not
do this for the reasons that had already been set forth in talks
with A.A. Gromyko. Nor could it guarantee that the figures
Rusk intends to provide us soon in a strictly unofficial form
would not be changed later in some way by the US Congress
itself, which constitutionally and traditionally has its rights.
But he, Rusk, is continuing to think about the usefulness of
such an unofficial exchange of opinions “on mutual intentions.”
3. Having mentioned his remarks in the talks with A.A.
Gromyko “on the subversive activities of [Cuban leader Fidel] Castro’s government,” Rusk asked me to convey to him
in this connection, in a strictly personal, unofficial form, that

it had been precisely determined that the three tons of weapons seized the other day in Venezuela had come from Cuba.
(Rusk said: “We checked out in particular the numbers of the
rifles purchased by Castro some time ago in Belgium and
seized now in Venezuela.”)
“I am saying this,” Rusk noted, “not as any representation or comment. Nor can this be the subject of an official talk
between us, since Castro’s government exercises authority
in its own country and it is unlikely that it consults with
anyone when it decides to send weapons to one Latin American country or another, although the Chinese (Rusk added
parenthetically, as it were) might be mixed up in this.” Rusk
said in conclusion: “I by no means wish to exaggerate the
significance of this incident in Venezuela, it’s not that great,
but I would simply like to bring this last example to the attention of Mr. Gromyko, with whom I spoke about this matter
before. Of course, I do not expect any answer in this matter,
and please don’t mention in official conversations and talks
what I said today.”
I told Rusk that the latest events in Venezuela were well
known, and if one were to speak frankly, they clearly showed
the world once more that the Betancourt regime had no popular support, especially now, on the eve of elections; therefore, would it not be logical to expect (and judging from everything, this is indeed the case) that this regime is prepared
to stage any provocation, even an international one, just to
remain in power?
Rusk smiled but said nothing more.
A fair amount of time was devoted to discussing the
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. However, Rusk did not
say anything new compared to his previous statements on
this subject. I reiterated our position.
Rusk noted in the course of the conversation that the
upcoming NATO meeting in December of this year would be
“routine in nature” and, judging from everything, issues relating to the establishment of NATO nuclear forces would
basically not be discussed there (Rusk interjected that these
issues “are generally discussed through other channels,”
but did not amplify on this theme).
Rusk said there were no plans yet for a trip to the upcoming NATO meeting by the new president, Johnson, but it has
not been ruled out completely. “Evidently,” Rusk said as
though thinking out loud, “Johnson may instead travel to
Europe this spring to meet with a number of heads of states
that are US allies. But for the time being, no meetings have
been planned specifically between the new president and
other heads of state, although there is agreement in principle
about such meetings with some of them.”
In conclusion, Rusk asked me again to consider our meeting unofficial, as if held “in a family atmosphere.” The entire
conversation was between the two of us; nobody else was in
the office.
Rusk looks very tired; his eyes are red from sleeplessness (“I’m sleeping 3-4 hours a day right now,” he remarked),
but he himself is animated, in an obviously good mood, and
gives the appearance of a person secure about his present
position in spite of the change in presidents.
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Comrade Gromyko said the embassy could give Rusk photocopies of the embassy’s correspondence with Oswald, including his letter of 9 November, but without waiting for a
request by the U.S. authorities.

Confronting Vietnam: Soviet Policy Toward the Indochina Conflict,
1954-1963

By Ilya V. Gaiduk
Based on extensive research in the Russian archives, this book examines the Soviet approach to the Vietnam conflict between the
1954 Geneva conference on Indochina and late 1963, when the
overthrow of the South Vietnamese president Ngo Dinh Diem and
the assassination of John F. Kennedy radically transformed the conflict.
The author finds that the USSR attributed no geostrategic importance to Indochina and did not want the crisis there to disrupt detente. Initially, the Russians had high hopes that the Geneva accords
would bring years of peace in the region. Gradually disillusioned,
they tried to strengthen North Vietnam, but would not support unification of North and South. By the early 1960s, however, they felt
obliged to counter the American embrace of an aggressively antiCommunist regime in South Vietnam and the hostility of its former
ally, the People’s Republic of China. Finally, Moscow decided to
disengage from Vietnam, disappointed that its efforts to avert an international crisis there had failed.
CWIHP hosted the book launch for Confronting Vietnam at the Wilson Center on 28 April 2004. More
information about that event can be found at http://cwihp.si.edu
To order this book, consult the Wilson Center Press at http://www.wilsoncenter.org or Stanford University Press at http://www.sup.org .
Comments on this book
”The subject is intrinsically important. The best features of the book are Gaiduk’s utilization of archival
documents. I found the materials on Geneva and Laos to be truly fascinating—I was learning as I turned
each page.”—Larry Berman, University of California, Davis, and author of No Peace, No Honor:Nixon,
Kissinger, and Betrayal in Vietnam. “From the time of the war itself, jounalists and scholars have attempted to
decipher Soviet policy toward the conflicts in Vietnam and Laos from printed sources, mostly the Soviet
press and speeches of top Soviet leaders. This is the first work solidly grounded in Soviet archival material.
It will immediately supplant all prior studies on the subject.”—George Herring, University of Kentucky
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