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Why the Allies Refused to Bomb Auschwitz: 
A Reply to William J. vanden Heuvel 

Rafael Medoff 

 
In the March 2003 SHAFR newsletter, William J. vanden Heuvel of the Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt 
Institute defends the refusal of the Roosevelt administration to bomb Auschwitz. He argues that the 
Allies had no choice but to "totally direct [their] bombing strategy toward destroying Nazi fuel supplies, 
their synthetic oil industries."1 What vanden Heuvel neglects to mention, however, is that some of the 
oil facilities that the Allies struck were situated within a few miles of the Auschwitz gas chambers--
meaning that the Allies could have easily bombed the gas chambers and crematoria used for the mass 
murder of Jews. On August 20, 1944, a fleet of U.S. bombers dropped more than one thousand bombs 
on the oil refineries in the factory areas of Auschwitz, less than five miles from the gas chambers. On 
September 13, American bombers struck the factory areas again; this time, stray bombs accidentally hit 
an SS barracks (killing fifteen Germans), a slave labor workshop (killing forty prisoners), and the 
railroad track leading to the gas chambers.  

U.S. bombers carried out similar raids on December 18, December 26, and January 19. The frequent 
Allied bombings of seven other synthetic oil refineries near Auschwitz in 1944-45 included a January 20 
raid on Blechhammer, forty-five miles from the death camp, which made it possible for forty-two Jewish 
slave laborers to escape.2 In his memoir, Night, Elie Wiesel recalls how he and other Auschwitz 
prisoners reacted when the bombers struck: "We were not afraid. And yet, if a bomb had fallen on the 
blocks, it alone would have claimed hundreds of victims on the spot. But we were no longer afraid of 
death; at any rate, not of that death. Every bomb that exploded filled us with joy and gave us new 
confidence in life. The raid lasted over an hour. If it could only have lasted ten times ten hours!"3 

Similarly, when I interviewed former Auschwitz inmate Rabbi Menachem M. Rubin in 1997, he 
reiterated what he had written in a letter to van den Heuvel on December 27, 1996: "I stood in 
Auschwitz, looking skyward a number of times, as Allied planes passed overhead to bomb the nearby 
synthetics plant at Blechhammer. To drop a bomb on the crematoria would have been a simple and life-
saving act. . . . By destroying a crematorium thousands would have been saved daily. The number of 
inmates possibly killed would have been much fewer than the number saved.” He also noted that “the 
people working in and around the gas chambers were condemned to be murdered anyway."4 Vanden 
Heuvel, in his SHAFR article, makes no mention of Rabbi Rubin's letter to him. Yet he does mention 
one unnamed Auschwitz survivor whose reported remarks seem to coincide with vanden Heuvel's view 
that bombing death camps would have been wrong because some prisoners might have been accidentally 
harmed in the process of knocking out the gas chambers where twelve thousand Jews were being 
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murdered daily in 1944.5 

Officials of Roosevelt's War Department repeatedly rebuffed proposals by Jewish groups to bomb the 
death camps. Assistant Secretary of War John McCloy insisted that raiding the death camps would sap 
resources "essential" to Allied military operations elsewhere. Yet the administration was perfectly 
willing to divert military resources for an assortment of reasons far less compelling than the opportunity 
to knock out mass-murder camps. For example, an Air Force plan to bomb the Japanese city of Kyoto 
was blocked by Secretary of War Henry Stimson because of the city's artistic treasures.6 Assistant 
Secretary of War McCloy, who was adamant about not diverting bombs to hit Auschwitz, personally 
intervened to divert American bombers from striking the German city of Rothenburg because he feared 
for the safety of the city's famous medieval architecture.7 

The State Department, which strongly opposed the proposal by Jewish activists to create a government 
agency to rescue Jewish refugees from Hitler, in August 1943 established a government agency "for the 
protection and salvage of artistic and historic monuments in Europe."8 General George Patton even 
diverted U.S. troops to rescue 150 prized Lipizzaner horses in Austria in April 1945.9 Perhaps the 
Zionist leader Rabbi Meyer Berlin was not so far off the mark when he told U.S. Senator Robert Wagner 
in early 1943 that "if horses were being slaughtered as are the Jews of Poland, there would by now be a 
loud demand for organized action against such cruelty to animals. Somehow, when it concerns Jews 
everybody remains silent."10 

The Roosevelt administration's decision to remain silent, like its decisions to rescue horses, art, and 
architecture, was conscious, deliberate, and committed to writing. Thanks to the research of David S. 
Wyman, published in his book The Abandonment of the Jews: America and the Holocaust 1941-1945, 
there is no mystery as to why War Department officials repeatedly rebuffed behind-the-scenes proposals 
by Jewish groups that the United States bomb Auschwitz. Assistant Secretary of War McCloy claimed at 
the time that the War Department had undertaken "a study" that found that such bombing would require 
"the diversion of considerable air support essential to the success of our forces." But Wyman's 
examination of the department's records shows that in fact no such study had been done. Rather, the War 
Department had already decided in February 1944 that it would not allow the armed forces to be used 
"for the purpose of rescuing victims of enemy oppression unless such rescues are the direct result of 
military operations conducted with the objective of defeating the armed forces of the enemy."11 

Joseph Bendersky's recent study, The 'Jewish Threat': Anti-Semitic Politics of the U.S. Army, 
documents the widespread anti-Jewish prejudice among senior U.S. military officials throughout the past 
century and its impact on policy decisions--including the decision to refrain from bombing the death 
camps and the War Department's false claim to have studied the feasibility of the proposals. Bendersky 
finds that:

at the time, the army never attempted to acquire intelligence or 
make the necessary operational assessments to determine whether such 
bombing was feasible. The army never pursued any systematic examination of 
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the proposals presented to it; nor did it ask theater commanders what might 
be done. The quick and repetitious responses from the army without much 
inquiry into the intelligence or technical and operational aspects later 
interjected by critics of bombing suggest other reasons for these policy 
decisions, including indifference among highly placed officers to the 
plight of Jews.12

Vanden Heuvel misrepresents the position of the Jewish Agency (Palestine Jewry's autonomous 
governing agency during the British Mandate period) with regard to the bombing issue. He claims that at 
a meeting of the Jewish Agency Executive (JAE) in Jerusalem on June 11, 1944, JAE chairman David 
Ben-Gurion and his colleagues "voted eleven to one against the bombing proposal." What actually 
happened at the June 11 session is that Ben-Gurion opposed requesting an Allied attack on Auschwitz 
because "we do not know what the actual situation is in Poland"; similarly, his colleague Emil Shmorak 
opposed it because "we hear that in Oswiecim [the Polish name for Auschwitz] there is a large labor 
camp."13 At that point, not realizing that it was a death camp, they saw no reason to bomb it. 

Eight days later, however, Richard Lichtheim, in the Jewish Agency's Geneva office, sent the Jewish 
Agency leadership in Jerusalem a detailed summary of the first eyewitness account of the mass-murder 
process (the account was produced by two Auschwitz escapees and is known as the Vrba-Wetzler 
report). Lichtheim noted that when the agency leadership had previously learned of the deportation of 
Jews to the Auschwitz-Birkenau region, they “believed that it was done to exploit more Jewish labour in 
the industrial centres of Upper-Silesia." What the Vrba-Wetzler report revealed, Lichtheim wrote to his 
JAE colleagues in Jerusalem, was that in addition to the "labour camp in Birkenau" there were also 
"large-scale killings" in Birkenau itself "with all the scientific apparatus needed for this purpose, i.e. . . . 
specially constructed buildings with gas-chambers and crematoriums. . . .The total number of Jews 
killed in or near Birkenau is estimated at over one and a half million."14 

Upon receiving this information, the Jewish Agency leadership promptly launched a concerted lobbying 
effort to persuade the Allies to bomb Auschwitz. Moshe Shertok, chief of the Jewish Agency's political 
department, and Chaim Weizmann, president of the World Zionist Organization, who were stationed in 
London, lobbied the British. Yitzhak Gruenbaum, chairman of the JA's Rescue Committee in Jerusalem, 
repeatedly pressed his colleagues in the United States to lobby Washington, which they did, and agency 
representatives in Europe lobbied locally stationed American diplomats on the subject.15 

There can be no doubt that Ben-Gurion and his JAE colleagues knew of these lobbying efforts: when 
officials of the British Foreign Office promised Shertok in early July that they would actively pursue the 
idea of bombing the death camps, Shertok immediately telegrammed Ben-Gurion to tell him that 
Shertok had asked Foreign Minister Anthony Eden to bomb "death camps and railway lines leading to 
Birkenau" and that Eden had "already asked [the] Air Ministry [to] explore [the] possibility [of] 
bombing camps [and] will now add railways." At the next JAE meeting, Ben-Gurion relayed the news 
from Shertok and cited it in support of speculation that recent Allied bombings of Hungarian railway 
stations "may have been undertaken in response to our proposals and demands."16 
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Recently discovered documents further demonstrate that the entire Jewish Agency leadership was 
involved in pressing the bombing idea. The first of the documents is a note dated June 20, 1944, from 
Yitzhak Gruenbaum to Chaim Barlas, the JA representative in Istanbul. The key sentence reads: "We 
have relayed to Moshe [Shertok, in London] a proposal from [Moshe] Krausz [the JA representative in 
Budapest] as well as ours to bring about the bombing of the rail lines connecting Hungary with Poland 
and of the death camps in Poland." The sentence demonstrates that Shertok's lobbying in London for the 
bombing was not undertaken independently of the JA headquarters in Jerusalem. Gruenbaum's use of the 
plural "we" and "ours" indicates that the instructions from Jerusalem were no longer the sole idea of 
Gruenbaum, but rather came from the Agency leadership, and the reference to a similar proposal from 
Krausz demonstrates that Gruenbaum was not the only JA official pushing the idea during that early 
stage of the bombing discussions.17  

The second of these documents, which was published in a collection of documents released by the Israeli 
and Russian governments, is a report to Ben-Gurion by a JA official in Egypt, describing his attempts in 
July of 1944 to convince a Soviet diplomat in Cairo that the Allies should bomb the death camps.18 The 
third document is the previously unpublished transcript of a session of the Jewish Agency Rescue 
Committee on September 29, 1944, in which Yitzhak Gruenbaum reports to his colleagues on the 
agency's efforts to promote the bombing proposal, with none of the committee members expressing any 
objections.19 

Vanden Heuvel is equally mistaken in his claim that "mainstream Jewish opinion was against the whole 
idea of bombing Auschwitz." In fact, only one official of a Jewish organization is on record as having 
explicitly objected to the idea of bombing the camps (for fear of harming the inmates). That was A. 
Leon Kubowitzki of the World Jewish Congress, and even he repeatedly urged the Allies to use 
paratroopers to attack Auschwitz. In any event, Kubowitzki’s objection was overruled. His superiors and 
colleagues at the World Jewish Congress (in New York, London, and Geneva) repeatedly lobbied the 
Soviets and the British to bomb Auschwitz.20 

Many in the Jewish community publicly or privately advocated bombing the death camps or the railways 
leading to them. Between June and October 1944, such bombing proposals were put forth by, among 
others, the Orthodox group Agudath Israel;21 the Emergency Committee to Save the Jewish People of 
Europe;22 the Labor Zionists of America;23 the U.S. Orthodox rescue group Vaad Hatzalah (both its 
New York headquarters and its Geneva representatives);24 Slovak Jewish leaders Gisi Fleischmann and 
Rabbi Michael Weissmandel;25 Czech Jewish leader Ernest Frischer;26 Benjamin Akzin, a Jewish staff 
member of the U.S. government War Refugee Board;27 the editors of the Jewish Telegraphic Agency 
and the Independent Jewish Press Service;28 and columnists for the New York Yiddish daily Morgen 
Zhurnal and Opinion, the Jewish monthly edited by American Jewish Congress president Stephen 
Wise.29 The American Jewish Conference, a coalition of all leading U.S. Jewish organizations, called 
for "all measures" to be taken by the Allies to destroy the death camps.30 
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It is true that American Jewish leaders failed to protest vigorously when the Allies rejected their requests 
to bomb Auschwitz. Some Jewish leaders were intimidated by domestic anti-Semitism and were afraid 
they would be accused of interfering with the Allied war effort if they pressed for military action against 
Auschwitz. Marc Dollinger remarks in his recent study, Quest for Inclusion: Jews and Liberalism in 
Modern America, that although "the deteriorating condition of European Jewry demanded that American 
Jewish leaders take more decisive action, even when that meant exceeding the limits of acceptable 
ethnic group expression," they did not do so for fear of "charges that their ethnic interests outweighed 
the need for victory," that Jews were "more self-interested than patriotic."31 But the fact that Jewish 
leaders were reluctant to publicly press the bombing issue is not the same as saying they were opposed 
to the bombing of the death camps. They were not. Nor does their hesitancy mitigate the refusal of the 
Roosevelt administration to make any serious effort to interfere with the annihilation process.

Dr. Medoff is Visiting Scholar, Jewish Studies Program, SUNY-Purchase; Associate Editor,  
American Jewish History; and Director, The David S. Wyman Institute for Holocaust  
Studies
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Getting Tenure the Hard Way

Robert Johnson

 

On February 24, 2003, the CUNY Board of Trustees unanimously awarded me tenure and promotion to 
full professor, accepting the recommendation of Chancellor Matthew Goldstein. The vote overturned the 
recommendations of Brooklyn College’s president, Christoph M. Kimmich, and its Promotion and 
Tenure (P&T) Committee. Vast quantities of E-mails penned by senior colleagues allowed me to 
document what one observer, retired department member and longtime union grievance counselor Jerry 
Sternstein, termed “the most corrupted tenure review process I have ever come across.” My tenure fight 
provides some guidelines for junior professors on how to avoid my fate, and it exposes the special 
danger of the collegiality criterion for historians of U.S. politics and foreign relations. 

I came to Brooklyn College in September 1999 as an untenured associate professor responsible for 
teaching courses in twentieth-century U.S. political history, foreign relations, and constitutional history. 
The second of my two Harvard University Press books, Ernest Gruening and the American Dissenting 
Tradition, had just appeared. My first two-plus years at the college featured nothing but favorable 
written commentary regarding my scholarship, teaching, and overall performance: on April 17, 2001, for 
example, the chairman of the history department, Philip F. Gallagher, concluded that “in every category 
of measurement—in teaching effectiveness, scholarship, and in service to the department, the college, 
and the university—KC Johnson has performed in an exemplary manner.” This praise was accorded at a 
time when the department was beset by deep internal fissures along ideological lines. A debate about 
new appointments, which had begun before my arrival, made these divisions more apparent. 

The philosophical disputes in the department intensified in the 2000-2001 academic year, when the 
department conducted two searches—one for Latin American history, the other in U.S. social and public 
history. I chaired the Latin American history search committee and served on the search committee for 
the U.S. social/public history line. Four senior colleagues dissented in both searches, backing for the first 
position a white male who had studied as a Brooklyn undergraduate with them and for the second a 
white female whom they considered ideologically agreeable, although they had never even read her 
manuscript. The Latin Americanist’s dossier resembled something one might expect from a candidate 
for an inter-American relations position in a political science department, with an emphasis on post-1950 
events and a heavy dose of U.S. foreign policy. The favored candidate of the four dissenters in the social/
public search had no experience of any sort in running an archive, although the line, which was shared 
by History and the Library, required such experience. Chairman Gallagher termed three of these figures, 
who seemed to base their personnel preferences solely on candidates’ ideological compatibility, 
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“academic terrorists.” He cautioned me that I would need “bullet-proof vests” to protect myself from 
their personal attacks, since they did not take kindly to those who disagreed with them.  

Still, with a solid record of scholarship, teaching, and service, my position seemed secure at the start of 
the 2001-2002 academic year, when I began the tenure process. Since none of those people whom 
Gallagher termed “academic terrorists” served on the department’s Appointments Committee (an elected 
body of five that makes all departmental personnel decisions in Brooklyn’s governance structure), their 
hostility to my opinions seemed irrelevant. But my situation rapidly deteriorated after the tragedy of 
9/11. The college’s new provost, Roberta S. Matthews, joined with the faculty union to organize a 
“teach-in” on Middle East international affairs that included no supporters of either U.S. or Israeli 
foreign policy. On November 11, 2001, Matthews granted the entire faculty permission to have their 
classes attend the event on the grounds that it contained educational content. I immediately protested, 
arguing that the college should not endorse as educational a gathering that represented only one side. 
Two tenured members of the department, David Berger and Margaret King, sent similar missives. The e-
mails of Berger and King were ignored; I, however, received a summons to the provost’s office, where 
Matthews informed me that the event was appropriately balanced ideologically. A few weeks later, 
Gallagher termed it “lunacy” that I “dared to challenge the Provost.” This incident was the first 
demonstration of the limits placed on the academic freedom of Brooklyn’s untenured faculty. 

Shortly thereafter, the department began a search for a new position in twentieth-century eastern and 
central Europe. In addition to the members of the Appointments Committee (Berger, Gallagher, King, 
Edwin G. Burrows, and me), Gallagher appointed a search committee whose votes had equal weight 
except with regard to the final hire, at which point CUNY bylaws mandate that the Appointments 
Committee alone decides. Gallagher named an untenured assistant professor who specialized in 
nineteenth-century U.S. economic history to chair the search committee, whose two other members, the 
department’s tenured Europeanists, had opposed the 2000-2001 hires in which I had been involved. 

The retirement of the department’s most hard-line ideologue and the decision of another to boycott the 
search removed much of the ideological tension that had plagued the personnel actions of the previous 
year. Unfortunately, other areas of division emerged. Despite a briefing from the college affirmative 
action compliance officer stating that it would be illegal to give preference to candidates on the basis of 
gender, Gallagher claimed that two members of the joint committee were intent on doing so. With 
several other members of the committee contending that we should hire on the basis of academic merit, 
the chair proposed a compromise: the department should look for “women we can live with, who are not 
whiners from the word go or who need therapy as much as they need a job.” Gallagher also seemed to 
have been influenced by word from President Kimmich that the department should closely consider one 
particular female candidate about whom a donor had contacted Kimmich. This candidate, two years 
removed from her Ph.D., had done no work to revise her dissertation, a weak effort that one senior 
colleague compared to a mediocre M.A. thesis.  

The dispute over whether we should give preference to female candidates would disrupt my bid for 
tenure: in a letter sent to Kimmich, a senior colleague who served on the search committee denounced 
me as “immoral” and “corrupt” for having opposed her position on affirmative action. The search also 
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revealed a deep split between colleagues who envisioned an intrinsic link between teaching and research 
and advocates of a department that emphasized teaching only. Members of this latter group contended 
that department members were not qualified to evaluate the scholarship of the applicants and therefore 
had to accept at face value the contents of letters of recommendation. Some went further, arguing that 
even if we could evaluate candidates’ written work, we had no reason to do so, since we needed not 
“solid scholarship” from job applicants, but rather “a kind of sensitivity that would soon draw our 
particular kinds of students.”  

This search-related dispute would also cloud my tenure chances. Provost Matthews, in her written work, 
had argued that colleges need personnel policies that de-emphasize both research and professors’ ability 
to “transmit foundational knowledge” to students. Instead, she contended, colleges should work on 
“developing faculty members’ ability to facilitate collaborative learning.” The theory of collaborative 
learning, Matthews noted, explores the relationship between teaching and “issues such as the nature of 
knowledge as a social construction and the role of authority in the classroom,” drawing “strong 
connections” with “feminist pedagogy.” It was no secret that I did not sympathize with this personnel 
policy. 

The campaign to dismiss me began on January 5, 2002. A few days before, I had argued against 
extending a job offer to a candidate on the grounds that her record made it unlikely that she would 
acquire the qualifications in either research or teaching to merit tenure, given the college’s short tenure 
clock (five years) and heavy teaching load (seven courses per year). This candidate had never taught a 
history class, even as a teaching assistant, had submitted no syllabi for courses that she might teach at 
Brooklyn, and had submitted a dissertation lacking an introduction and a conclusion and consisting only 
of five chapters, some of which had last been revised eighteen months before. Gallagher responded in 
writing that my adopting such standards was “preposterous, specious, and demeaning.”  

Less than an hour later, Gallagher leveled the first of three charges against me: that I had “manipulated” 
workload by transferring the advising of three senior theses to a junior colleague so that he could obtain 
the workload release that comes with thesis advising. (I had built up five courses of released time, but 
since I like to teach, I had not used them.) In the fall of 2001 I had cleared this proposal twice with 
Gallagher, who also spoke about it with my colleague and with two of the students involved. On January 
5, 2002, however, Gallagher denied that these conversations had ever occurred, summoned the junior 
member to a meeting with the associate provost, and pressed him to back the new version of events. This 
untenured professor, to his great credit, refused to do so, in effect risking his career to testify to the truth. 
Even more courageously, he refused again when Gallagher pressured him in April 2002 to sign an 
evaluation memorandum contending that the thesis transfer had been unauthorized. 

In late January 2002, a second charge was added to the list—that I had violated departmental rules and 
regulations. On the Saturday before the start of spring term, Gallagher mailed a letter to thirteen of my 
students removing them from my upper-division courses on the grounds that they had not taken the 
prerequisite course. When one of the students, Dan Weininger, complained, the chair responded, 
“Johnson is trouble and those who associate with him will find themselves in trouble as well.” More 
than a month later, I obtained access to curricular figures showing that in his previous thirteen semesters 
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as chair, Gallagher had never enforced the prerequisite, even though several colleagues had more 
students in their upper-division classes who had not taken the prerequisite than I did. I produced a table 
with the relevant data, but Gallagher continued to level the charge.  

By mid-February, perhaps sensing that these two allegations might not withstand scrutiny, Gallagher 
moved to a third contention—that I lacked collegiality. Since neither the CUNY bylaws nor the faculty 
contract listed collegiality as a criterion for tenure, the reasons for the new claim initially seemed 
mystifying. The charge also seemed to fly in the face of the evidence already in my file. The previous 
April, Gallagher had written that I had brought a new level of “scholarly collegiality” to the department, 
citing the fact that I had offered written comments on the unpublished manuscripts and articles of 
several members of the department, provided guest lectures in several colleagues’ courses, and 
volunteered for a number of departmental and college committees. Only later would I learn that 
Gallagher had spoken with the college’s labor relations associate, who assured him “that plaintiffs never 
prevail in academic collegiality cases.” If the labor relations associate had asserted that plaintiffs never 
prevail in academic sartorial cases, doubtless I would have received criticism for my habit of wearing 
bow ties. 

The collegiality criterion had other advantages for those who wished to remove me: it was wholly 
subjective, and it was open to manipulation. From the five senior colleagues who had disagreed with me 
in the search for an eastern and central European historian, Gallagher obtained written judgments of my 
“uncollegiality.” To the P&T Committee, which consists of the chairs of the college’s thirty-one 
departments, he presented the judgments of those whom he earlier had dubbed “academic terrorists” as 
the “reasoned considerations” of unbiased senior colleagues. Gallagher never polled Berger, King, or a 
third senior colleague, Leonard Gordon, each of whom repeatedly testified that I was perfectly collegial. 

At Brooklyn College, a historian going up for tenure first receives an interview from a divisional 
committee composed of five professors chosen by the social science chairs, a session at which the 
candidate’s department chair also appears. That committee then makes a recommendation to the P&T 
Committee, which hears from the chair of the candidate’s department before voting on its 
recommendation to the president. 

I quickly realized that in this system I had no chance. Even though the CUNY bylaws stated that the 
divisional committee was supposed to “consider primarily evidence of achievement in teaching and 
scholarship following the most recent promotion,” its members did not ask me one specific question 
about my courses or my scholarship. Instead, an Africana Studies professor chastised me for failing to 
“cuddle” the institution’s “barely literate” students, adding that perhaps it would be better if I did not 
remain in a department where some senior colleagues disagreed with me. The department’s 
representative on the committee, Edwin Burrows, performed as expected: several months earlier, after a 
search-related dispute with Margaret King, he had made a prejudicial statement to her indicating that his 
dislike of her naturally extended to me. “When it rains on you,” her informed her, “[Johnson] gets wet, 
too. It’s not fair, but it’s the way of the world.” Six weeks after the divisional committee interview, the 
P&T Committee voted overwhelmingly against me, a vote leaked as part of a campaign to pressure me 
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into resigning.  

Instead, I fought back. I had already hired a first-rate labor lawyer, Robert M. Rosen, whose guidance 
was prescient throughout. In September and early October, Rosen and I prepared a forty-page 
Memorandum of Law supplemented by a 114-page Statement of Facts. The dossier made five central 
charges, with references to relevant case law: 
• That Gallagher improperly defined “collegiality” and assigned to the concept an improper weight; 
• That Gallagher seven times misrepresented my record; 
• That Gallagher nine times manipulated evidence in my personnel file; 
• That Burrows failed to recuse himself from the divisional promotion committee despite evidence of 
prejudice; 
• That the process went forward in bad faith despite statements from or acts by both my supporters and 
detractors—and, most important, six separate written statements from Brooklyn College Associate 
Provost Eric Steinberg that procedural violations had occurred. 

Steinberg’s role was particularly critical in the outcome. He had every reason, for the sake of self-
protection, not to respond to my e-mails, since I had informed him that my attorney had recommended 
that I build a record for later use. But each time I documented a procedural violation, he responded in 
writing, confirming my interpretation of college guidelines. 

Since the Memorandum of Law relied primarily on e-mails from Gallagher and Burrows, constituting a 
sizable mass of indisputable documentary evidence, the college’s ultimate legal response was to allow 
virtually all of my claims to pass without comment. This strategy was probably well chosen, since the 
college’s challenges to the Memorandum of Law’s contentions tended to backfire. For instance, the 
institution’s legal memo deemed Gallagher’s written preference for women “who aren’t whiners from 
the word go or who need therapy as much as they need a job” an expression of Brooklyn College’s 
commitment to finding “a group of candidates that was qualified, gender-representative to the extent 
appropriate, and composed of people with whom the history department could work.”  

Rosen submitted the memorandum to Kimmich and to CUNY’s central office several weeks before 
Kimmich’s final decision on tenure. Somewhat naïvely, I believed that Kimmich would overturn the 
recommendation of the P&T Committee. He did not. In his first public statement on the matter, the 
president claimed that my “mixed record of service” justified a denial of tenure.  

Having given the college every attempt to resolve the matter internally, I went public. On November 12, 
2002, twenty-four leading diplomatic and political historians denounced the decision in a letter to 
Chancellor Goldstein. A week later nineteen Brooklyn students who had taken at least three and as many 
as nine classes from me signed a similar letter to Goldstein. The following week the student government 
unanimously condemned the tenure decision on the grounds that its philosophical basis denied Brooklyn 
students their right to a quality education. Shortly thereafter, forty-five students marched on the 
president’s office, submitting a petition signed by more than five hundred of their number on my behalf. 
And several CUNY trustees denounced the decision, including, most memorably, Jeffrey Wiesenfeld: 
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“Collegiality is an appropriate criterion if I wanted to join a prestigious country club and play well with 
the other children, but it is not that which is necessary to determine whether someone is a good 
professor.”  

The press picked up the story on November 14, 2002, when an editorial appeared in the New York Sun. 
Four more stories or editorials in the Sun would keep the issue alive over the next few months. Articles 
or editorials subsequently appeared in the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, the New York 
Daily News, the New York Post, the Chronicle of Higher Education, the New Republic, the Harvard 
Crimson, and a variety of webzines and blogs. The New Republic termed Kimmich’s action “a grave 
threat to Brooklyn College’s hope of ever being taken seriously as a scholarly institution.” Critical Mass 
described the affair as “an exemplary instance of the sort of petty, internecine corruption that runs rife in 
academe, where accountability is minimal and the power to destroy careers is correspondingly high.”  

On December 20, 2002, Dorothy Rabinowitz of the Wall Street Journal penned the most insightful of the 
tenure controversy articles. Her familiarity with the academic culture allowed her to see through the 
claims of Gallagher, Burrows, and Kimmich, whom the college had made available to her for interviews. 
To the Pulitzer Prize-winning commentator, the “Battle of Brooklyn” told the story of an untenured 
faculty member who believed “that the department’s hires should be chosen on the basis of 
qualifications other than gender, that students should have the opportunity to learn from instructors who 
had shown some minimal proof of competence in their fields.”  
Two days before the Rabinowitz analysis appeared, the first meeting occurred between Rosen and 
CUNY’s general counsel, Frederick Schaffer. The two eventually agreed that my file would be turned 
over to a committee of three CUNY faculty members selected by the chancellor. The select committee 
also received the Memorandum of Law, the college’s legal response, and my reply to the college’s 
response. 

At this stage, I received one final surprise. Only through Schaffer’s intervention did I learn of the 
existence of the “Shadow File,” a collection of letters solicited by Gallagher and an unknown member of 
the Kimmich administration. The file’s existence violated Section 19.3 of the CUNY bylaws, which 
places explicit limitations on personnel-related material solicited by the college to which the candidate 
lacks access. In the grossest contravention of due process, Brooklyn never gave me a chance to rebut the 
allegations the file contained. The college, of course, could not publicly acknowledge the file’s existence. 

Incredibly, this “Shadow File” was the only exculpatory evidence that the college legal memo produced. 
The file contained charges ranging from the absurd (colleagues’ unsubstantiated musings that their 
enrollments had dropped because I threatened students who were thinking about taking their classes) to 
the bizarre (the claim that those with “20-30 years of professional experience as scholars and teachers” 
did not need to diligently prepare in personnel matters) to the scurrilous (insinuations that I had 
unprofessional relationships with three male colleagues, all of whom are married). One of the letters 
contained quotations from a document in my personnel file that the author had no right to see—a 
violation of section 1983 of the Civil Rights Act—while two others deemed me uncollegial because I 
had disagreed with the authors on political, personnel, and labor issues.  
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The letters also strongly criticized the three junior colleagues who had stood by me; one termed the trio 
incapable of “exercising independent judgment, with the prime evidence being the “eery [sic]” fact that 
they had evaluated candidates on the basis of academic merit rather than gender. Margaret King, 
meanwhile, was accused of “immoral,” “unethical,” and “uncolleagial [sic]” behavior, as well as 
engaging in a “witch’s brew of paranoid talk of plots and conspiracies.” The “Shadow File” contributors 
were apparently unaware of the supreme irony of their penning secret letters urging the dismissal of a 
junior colleague for “uncollegiality” that featured wild attacks on the personal and professional integrity 
of almost half the department. With this as the college’s evidentiary base, it came as little surprise that 
the special committee unanimously decided in my favor, a recommendation accepted by the chancellor 
and the trustees. Incredibly, when asked about the “Shadow File,” President Kimmich declared that such 
missives were part of the college’s “very solid process,” which, he continued, “worked in this case.”  

Junior faculty around the country could take away from this story one straightforward lesson: while 
tenure protects senior faculty, it can also be used as a club to deny academic freedom. Therefore, the 
untenured should avoid adopting positions on departmental or scholarly issues with which some senior 
colleagues disagree. Short of such a drastic response, however, my fight yields three lessons. 

Document Everything. I prevailed because of my documentary base, most notably the e-mails. That, in 
turn, affected all other aspects of my case. For instance, my ability to provide written evidence of my 
claims—and the college’s inability to do likewise—explained the overwhelmingly positive press 
coverage that I received. Documenting also includes understanding the institution’s rules and 
regulations. The former chair, Paula Fichtner, one of my most important advisers, possessed an 
encyclopedic knowledge of CUNY regulations that enabled me to identify the college’s procedural 
improprieties. And courts decide tenure cases not on the justice of the plaintiff’s claim but on an ability 
to demonstrate procedural breakdowns. 

Avoid Service. Of the three traditional elements of faculty evaluation—scholarship, teaching, and service
—service is the most dangerous for qualified untenured faculty. Unlike teaching or scholarship, service 
on departmental committees is likely to arouse job-threatening antagonism. In my case, the fact that 
Gallagher, in Jerry Sternstein’s words, was “a person who at times tends to interpret differences over 
policy as personal hostility” meant that my opposing him on a high-profile matter could be career-
ending. Committee work obviously cannot be avoided entirely, but I erred in volunteering to serve on 
important committees before receiving tenure. 

Trust Your Instincts. It took me a few weeks to realize what was happening after the campaign’s 
inception, but Gallagher’s last-minute purge of students from my upper-division courses showed that my 
tenure process was likely to be corrupted. Senior faculty sympathetic to me agreed. I quickly hired a 
lawyer, and for the next nine months documented every impropriety that I could with for-the-record e-
mails or memoranda. Both Gallagher and Burrows denounced this strategy, orally and in writing, as 
further evidence of my uncollegiality. Within the Brooklyn system, therefore, I was doomed: I could 
either allow misleading or inaccurate charges to pass without rebuttal or defend myself and be deemed 
uncollegial. But once matters went beyond the college, this strategy allowed me to prove my case. 
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Beware of the Collegiality Criterion. Beyond the guidance it might give junior faculty who have to 
navigate a politically contentious department, my case suggests the dangers of collegiality as an 
independent criterion for faculty evaluation, especially for historians of U.S. foreign relations or politics. 
And since courts have regularly upheld the standard (although the case law on this point is largely 
limited to the narrow question of whether colleges can even consider collegiality in tenure cases, not 
whether it can be the only criterion), it is up to academics themselves to press for its abandonment. 

No one wants to work with a rude, uncooperative, or professionally irresponsible person, but the 
possibility of the collegiality criterion being abused in such a way as to stifle academic freedom is too 
great. Few administrators, of course, will be as witlessly heavy-handed as Gallagher in polling only 
those figures who would voice negative views about a junior colleague over a controversial 
departmental matter. But many of the sixty-four letters that Kimmich received supporting my tenure 
discussed the dangers of the collegiality criterion more generally. For instance, Nebraska’s Lloyd 
Ambrosius informed the Brooklyn president that basing tenure decisions on collegiality alone “would 
seriously jeopardize the college’s reputation as an institution of higher education dedicated to academic 
freedom and to the pursuit of excellence in research, teaching, and service.” John Milton Cooper of the 
University of Wisconsin added “that the mark of a strong university is that it avoids the pitfalls inherent 
in using the ‘collegiality’ smokescreen,” which he termed “the academic equivalent to what Samuel 
Johnson said about patriotism being ‘the last refuge for scoundrels.’” Kimmich would have been wise to 
heed such advice. 

The collegiality criterion also poses a direct threat to the well-being of diplomatic history. Shortly after 
my story broke, Jonathan Zasloff, who teaches at UCLA Law School but also has a Ph.D. in diplomatic 
history from Harvard, wrote, “The CUNY controversy also points to the decline of the history of 
American foreign policy as a subject of academic study—not because it isn’t still critically important, 
but rather because it is simplistically dismissed as studying dead white men. The ‘new social history’ 
that focuses on studying the working class, unemployed people, minorities, women and gays is critically 
important as well—but the academy, in its quest for novelty, has really thrown the baby out with the 
bathwater here.”  

The contents of the “Shadow File” confirmed Zasloff’s fears. One of the file’s contributors, a specialist 
in women’s history, urged my dismissal in part because my courses “focused on figures in power.” This 
“old-fashioned approach to our field,” she asserted, attracted only “a certain type of student, almost 
always a young white male.” My colleague seemed unaware that four of the five leaders of the student 
group supporting my tenure were women or minorities. Even before the difficulties associated with the 
search, she and two other senior colleagues had complained that the department offered too many 
courses in political and diplomatic history, even though I was the only one in a fourteen-member 
department to teach such offerings. We needed instead, the department was told, to provide courses in 
“global studies,” so as to service our “diverse” student body. 

The teaching of political or diplomatic history is not a matter of fashion, old or new, but a question of 
philosophical outlook. It also appears to be pedagogically suited to students at Brooklyn College—and, I 
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suspect, at most other institutions—who enroll in such courses in great numbers. Introducing collegiality 
as a method of evaluation allows tenured ideologues to override objective criteria and indulge their 
prejudices against diplomatic history as a field. Diplomatic historians of all persuasions should have no 
difficulty uniting against the use of tactics that can have such negative consequences for their field.
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The Legacy of “Dark Prince”: Some Lessons Learned from Putting Together a Session for 

the American Historical Association Annual Meeting

Nicholas Evan Sarantakes 

At the 2003 American Historical Association meeting I was part of a session on U.S. foreign policy in 
the 1960s entitled “Dark Prince: Lyndon Johnson and World Affairs.” Although there have been other 
AHA sessions on foreign policy, our gathering was a statistical rarity. Those that pay attention to the 
AHA conference program know that the association devotes little attention to topics like diplomatic 
history. I hope that sharing some of the insights I gained from the roughly three-year process that led to 
“Dark Prince” will encourage scholars who read this newsletter to submit more proposals to the 
association. Having more AHA panels on diplomatic history is a prerequisite, I believe, for increasing 
the stature of the field within the community of historians.  

I admit that the AHA has some serious problems that are apparent in both its journal and its annual 
conference and limit the utility of this learned society to our field. The most significant of these stem 
from the compartmentalized nature of the historical profession. It is highly unlikely, for example, that 
military historians of the U.S. Civil War will get much out of sessions on the medieval Lithuanian 
church. Many sub-fields have their own conferences and journals now, so there is less need for an 
organization with such a broad focus as the AHA. Another issue is bias. We all know how unpopular 
diplomatic history is among our peers. When people raise this issue with the AHA program committee, 
the response of individual members is that they get almost no proposals for military, diplomatic, and 
political history panels. People with interests in these areas argue that they do not submit proposals 
because they know they will get rejected. What we get then is a self-fulfilling downward spiral in the 
number of diplomatic history panels at the AHA, and this development has had a detrimental effect on 
diplomatic history as a whole.  

We as diplomatic historians should try to reverse that spiral. Presenting a paper at the AHA is still an 
important exercise in professional development. Anyone with job search committee experience knows 
that they quickly learn how little they know about other fields. Conference names and journal titles on a 
resumé mean little if the field is far from your own research and teaching interests. Does the average 
diplomatic historian know what the best forums are in Texas history, agricultural history, or medieval 
European history, for instance? But everyone recognizes the significance of the American Historical 
Association. Furthermore, whether a historian is trying to find employment or planning to apply for a 
grant, it is to their advantage to have an AHA presentation on their CV. Such an accomplishment also 
impresses tenure committees and deans. Finally, engaging with the larger historical community is a good 
way of enhancing both one’s own reputation and the reputation of one’s area of specialty. Active 
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engagement with the rest of the profession can persuade historians in other fields that their home 
departments need to add positions in the area of diplomatic history, and the growth of our field is in all 
our interests. 

So, what great words of wisdom do I have to offer about submitting panel proposals to the AHA?  

1. Be patient. I applied three times before getting a panel accepted. 

2. Abide by AHA panel requirements. These are: A) No one may be on the AHA conference program in 
two consecutive years. This rule is designed to spread the wealth. B) No gender-segregated panels. All 
panels must have both men and women. C) The members of the panel must be AHA members. The 
AHA has made exceptions for the likes of Oliver Stone and Newt Gingrich, but panel participants who 
are not celebrities must have paid their dues. D) Panels must have geographic diversity. They cannot 
have members from the same college or university. 

3. Be optimistic. Getting the AHA program committee to accept your panel is not as difficult as it might 
seem. According to the 2001 Annual Report, the program committee received 287 proposals for 162 
slots. Put into mathematical terms, in 2001 a panel stood a 56 percent chance of getting approved. I do 
not have figures for the last two meetings, but I doubt they are radically different. The odds of getting 
accepted float a little above or a little below 1 in 2. 

4. Remember that the AHA program committee is much like a job search committee. The individual 
members might not know the important figures, issues or journals in fields other than their own. Make 
sure to state clearly and concisely the major issues your panel is addressing.  

5. Emphasize the impact your panel will have in your subfield. Acceptance requires more than having 
three papers on topics that relate well to one another. Given the specialization in the history profession 
these days, one can argue that it is possible to have a successful and rewarding career without ever 
participating in an AHA conference or publishing in the American Historical Review, but, as I have 
indicated, the association still matters. Accordingly, proposals should have some historiographic 
significance. Imagine, for example, a submission for the 1980 AHA put forth by the early pioneers in 
Eisenhower revisionism: Robert A. Divine, Stephen E. Ambrose, Richard Immerman, Fred Greenstein, 
and Burton Kaufman. The proposal might have read, in part: “The individual research and findings of 
these papers challenge the dominant belief that Ike was a Nimrod.” Along those same lines, I do not 
think that having a proposed panel where every member has had at least three books published is going 
to have as much weight as a panel that makes a notable contribution to the literature. As a result, a panel 
with a graduate student as a presenter is not dead on arrival.  

6. Keep your panel proposal short. Submission guidelines suggest that proposals include no more than 
fourteen pieces of paper. If every proposal for the 2001 conference stayed within these parameters, the 
program committee would have faced 4018 pieces of paper, or slightly more than eight reams. I doubt 
that every member of the committee has time to look at every page of every proposal. Accordingly, the 
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cover proposal, the synopsis of each paper, and each CV should be no more than one page long. A good 
deal of time and craft should go into the cover proposal, since it might be the only part of the submission 
that gets much attention.  

7. Try to address some issues that affect the profession as a whole. Like other members of my home 
department who have organized AHA sessions, I found that the program committee is receptive to 
proposals that address broad issues. In my proposal, I stressed globalization, internationalizing U.S. 
history, and the use of new sources in the classroom--i.e., the Lyndon Johnson telephone tapes. I also 
asked the paper presenters to stress these issues in the synopses of their papers.  

8. If your proposal is rejected, try to keep your panel together and resubmit for the next meeting. 
Statistically speaking, the odds are in your favor. There is also a good deal of turnover in membership of 
the program committee from year to year, so your submission will be new to many of the people serving 
on that body. 

9. Finally, my experiences are only those of one individual. Talk to other people who have put together 
AHA panels and ask to see their proposals. Weigh and evaluate the different this different information, 
and come to your own conclusions.

In closing, I hope the AHA program committee will get so many submissions in political, military and 
diplomatic history that they will have to include a substantial number of panels in these fields in coming 
years. Getting the pendulum of professional interest to swing in a direction that favors foreign relations 
will require a deliberate and sustained effort to engage more closely with the rest of the profession.
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William Howard Taft: A Quick Account of a Durable Deception

James Vivian

Ex-President William Howard Taft died in 1930. Obituaries and eulogies were suitably retrospective, 
informed, and respectful. Most, if not all, remembered the active and influential interval between his 
presidency and his chief justiceship on the Supreme Court. Many of them regarded these seven years, 
1913-1921, as a graceful and productive transition to private prominence. This included Taft's 
contractual obligations to the Philadelphia Public Ledger, which yielded one or more newspaper 
columns per week from late 1917 through June 1921, and found nationwide syndication in at least 13 
metropolitan dailies. 

Not ten years later, Henry F. Pringle's two-volume biography––the principle reference for the past 64 
years––ensconced Taft securely in his Yale University professorship. Pringle artfully skirted Taft's 
editorial series and lightly scanned his leadership in the League to Enforce Peace during World War I 
and the Versailles peace settlement. Pringle's casual treatment and conscious omission seem forever 
destined to disparage Taft's public career. 
Ruhl Bartlett, in catching the wave of interest in 1944 leading toward the creation of the United Nations 
after World War II, recovered Taft's major presence in the League of Nation's debate, but chose, without 
explanation, to compound Pringle's error and to ignore the editorial contribution and involvement. 
Frederick Hicks then dealt with Taft's Yale law school professorship from the perspective of the Alumni 
Office and its extensive network. Since Taft's journalism and numerous speaking tours were not central 
to the subject, Hicks too bypassed them as wholly separate pursuits if no real relevance. With the 
publication of Professor Paolo Coletta's comprehensive bibliography, for the Merker-Greenwood series 
in 1989, one could not be sure if Taft had developed any serious off-campus commitments during the 
war. That Taft's editorials ran parallel to, and eventually exceeded, President Theodore Roosevelt's 
colorful, often pungent pieces in the Kansas City Star, had become a very obscure item, indeed.  

I attempted to provide an overdue corrective in the course of collecting and annotating Taft's 
editorialized views for publication in 1990. I failed. Although the hefty volume was duly noted in the 
usual bulletins, including SHAFR's own newsletter, and elsewhere reviewed, it continues quite unknown 
to scholars and specialists identified with the period. The volume, containing some 60 topical entries on 
the League issue, has been accessioned in the nation's research libraries, professional technicians reliably 
assure me. It is, therefore, "only a click away," in the idiom of the day. 

Yet, Professor John Milton Cooper is not aware of it, as evidenced by his Breaking the Heart of the 
World. Now comes Professor David H. Burton with another of several titles in the field, even as he has 
won the Taft family's endorsement for an eight-volume edition of the president's lifetimes writings. 

http://www.shafr.org/newsletter/2003/aug/taft.htm (1 of 2)12/1/2007 9:01:00 AM



Untitled Document

Burton's slim monograph calmly mentions the Public Ledger as though to suggest they number fewer 
than a handful of columns. Does Burton not yet know of Taft's leading role in the League debate and its 
outcome? Does he not surmise that Taft made himself a vocal force in the 1920 general elections? Does 
he not wonder where the selection of abridged Taft Papers on the League of Nations emanated and to 
what purpose? Clearly, the tenets of bibliographic control stand considerably relaxed. 

Senator Henry Ashurst of Arizona, a contemporary of sorts, thought the Taft administration "prosaic," a 
victim of the "most deadly" of the "political defects that can hamper a president." Possibly so. It is 
difficult to say, however, considering the low level of interest in Taft compared to the attention given his 
protagonists, Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. What are the limits of Taft's prosaic ways? Who knows? 
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North Korea's Crisis Behavior

Kathryn Weathersby

 
The Cold War International History Project of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in 
Washington, D.C. has begun a special initiative on North Korea designed to fill in some of the 
significant information gap on that secretive and enigmatic state. Coordinated by Kathryn Weathersby 
and supported by a generous grant from the Korea Foundation, the Korea Initiative is mining the 
archives of North Korea’s former allies in the communist world in order to shed light on the history of 
foreign policy decision-making in Pyongyang.  

The first phase of the project has focused on East German, Hungarian and Czech archives, as well as on 
Chinese sources that are available for analysis by selected researchers, though not for photocopying or 
translation in full. Drawing on the network of historians and archivists the Cold War International 
History Project has built up over the last decade, the Korea Initiative has surveyed the records dealing 
with North Korea in the archives of the East German, Hungarian and Czechoslovak Foreign Ministries 
and Communist Parties, translated key documents, and commissioned analyses by scholars with 
expertise in the relevant languages and national histories. The results thus far have been highly 
illuminating. While Pyongyang’s allies also suffered from the unusual secretiveness of Kim Il Sung’s 
regime, their extensive dealings with the DPRK nonetheless provided them with a far more intimate 
view of North Korea than that enjoyed by persons outside the communist world. Moreover, when Kim Il 
Sung communicated with his East European counterparts, such as Erich Honecker, he spoke with 
striking candor about the international and domestic problems facing his embattled state. Thus, as long 
as the DPRK’s own archives remain inaccessible, the records of its close allies provide the best available 
view from inside North Korea. 

The next issue of the Cold War International History Project Bulletin, which will be published in early 
fall 2003 and made available on the CWIHP website, http://cwihp.si.edu, will present the first fruits of 
the project. Edited by Kathryn Weathersby, the Korea Initiative section of the Bulletin will include: an 
analysis of Chinese archival and memoir sources on North Korea’s troubled relations with China during 
the Korean War, by Beijing-based historian Shen Zhihua; a detailed examination of North Korean/
Soviet relations under Khrushchev based on extensive research in Hungarian archives, by the Hungarian 
historian Balazs Szalontai, with an appendix of translated documents; a survey of the entire history of 
DPRK/GDR relations based on extensive use of East German documents, by the German historian 
Bernd Schaefer, with an appendix of translated documents; and additional translations of documents 
from Hungarian archives provided by Csaba Bekes of the Cold War History Research Center in 
Budapest.  
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Shen Zhihua’s analysis of DPRK/PRC relations during the Korean War reveals that the characteristics of 
the Kim Il Sung regime that caused friction with its allies in the postwar period cannot be attributed 
solely to the impact of that devastating conflict, since they had been prominent as early as 1949-1950. 
Shen adds an important new perspective to the debate over the relative influence of China and the Soviet 
Union on North Korea’s war plans against South Korea by demonstrating that while Mao Zedong’s 
government was quick to offer military support to the DPRK, the North Korean leadership, wary of a 
reassertion of traditional Chinese hegemony over Korea and over confident in their military judgment, 
refused to accept Chinese assistance until forced to do so by imminent defeat. Kim Il Sung similarly 
resisted Chinese efforts to create a joint Sino-Korean command and to place railroads under Chinese 
military management, agreeing to these necessary steps only after being pressured to do so by the 
Soviets. This capitulation, in Shen’s estimate, “left a shadow on the heart of Kim Il Sung,” setting the 
stage for his distinctive pursuit of autonomy after the war. 

Balazs Szalontai analyses the roots of North Korea’s success in gaining autonomy in the post-Stalin 
years, attributing Moscow’s failure to ensure de-Stalinization in the DPRK to Kim Il Sung’s skill at 
exploiting events such as the Hungarian revolution of 1956 and Khrushchev’s purge of 1957, as well as 
to Soviet arrogance. He examines in detail Pyongyang’s conflict with Moscow in 1959-60 over 
unification plans and the sharp deterioration in relations following the Sino-Soviet split. The bulk of the 
translated documents that follow his article consist of fascinating reports from Hungarian diplomats 
based in Pyongyang, who were able to gain excellent information on the internal workings of the Kim 
regime thanks to communications from Koreans who had been trained in Hungary and maintained 
contacts with the Hungarian embassy after returning to the DPRK.  

Bernd Schaefer, a specialist on the GDR, surveys North Korean foreign relations in the context of the 
history of other small states within the communist camp. He reveals that GDR officials strongly 
disapproved of the cult of personality of Kim Il Sung, were shocked by the scale of Korean demands for 
economic assistance and were offended by Pyongyang’s refusal to acknowledge the considerable aid it 
received from its allies. In the wake of the Sino-Soviet split, East German representatives in Pyongyang, 
who were compelled to remain faithful to Moscow, banded together with their Soviet counterparts to 
exchange information and discuss the disturbingly unpredictable actions of the North Koreans. East 
German documents therefore provide important insight into Soviet attitudes toward the Kim Il Sung 
regime as Moscow attempted to exert leverage over Pyongyang. Schaefer traces the twists and turns in 
DPRK foreign policy as Kim turned back toward Moscow in the wake of Mao’s Cultural Revolution, 
and then opened negotiations with Seoul in response to the Sino-American rapprochement of 1972. The 
warm personal relations Kim developed with Erich Honecker following the East German leader’s visit 
to the DPRK in 1977 led to what Schaefer terms “reciprocal byzantinism,” the record of which reveals 
the autocratic delusions of both leaders. Translations of key documents, including discussions between 
Honecker and Kim, follow the article. 

The second Korea Initiative publication will present translations of revealing documents from the Czech 
archives, including a transcript of the lengthy and far-ranging conversation between Kim Il Sung and 
Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers Alexei Kosygin in February 1965, during which the Soviet 
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leader attempted to restore good relations with Pyongyang following Kim’s tilt toward China in the early 
1960’s. It will also include: an analysis of Soviet/North Korean relations in the mid-1960’s by Russian 
historian Sergey Radchenko, drawing on research in the archive of the Russian Foreign Ministry; a 
second article by Balazs Szalontai continuing his analysis into the post-Khrushchev years; and an article 
by Bernd Schaefer examing North Korean “adventurism” in the late 1960’s. 

A special focus of Szalontai and Schaefer’s articles will be new documentary evidence of DPRK 
decision-making regarding the commando raid on the South Korean presidential residence in January 
1968 and the seizure of the USS Pueblo later that month.  

On March 8 of this year the Korea Initiative held a daylong workshop co-sponsored by The George 
Washington University Cold War Group, with support from the Korea Foundation and the Luce 
Foundation, which convened a select group of Korea specialists from government, academia, and 
research institutes in the US, South Korea and Eastern Europe to discuss the significance of the new 
documentation the project has uncovered. A summary of that discussion appeared in the May issue of 
Centerpoint, the newsletter of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and is available 
on the Center’s website, www.wilsoncenter.org. 

The Cold War History Project is currently seeking funding to continue the Korea Initiative. If this effort 
is successful, the project will extend its research into Mongolian, Russian, Romanian and Bulgarian 
archives, among others. It will also expand the participation of scholars of American foreign relations in 
order to integrate these new findings with scholarship on American/East Asian relations. CWIHP 
welcomes communication from any scholar interested in contributing to the work of the Korea Initiative.
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